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ABSTRACT 
 
As a result of the Good Start, Grow Smart Initiative (GSGS) in 2002, states began 
developing Early Learning Guidelines (ELGs), which are utilized by state funded 
programs for children ages 3 to 5. Although GSGS recommended that states include 
literacy, language, and pre-reading skills in ELGs, many states developed more 
comprehensive documents that included broader ranges of skills and activities consistent 
with each state’s conceptualization of what constitutes quality learning environments for 
this age group. Consequently, music content, if included in ELGs, may vary from state to 
state.  
Three national standards documents may have informed music standards included 
in ELGs, such as The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework, and the National Association for the 
Education of Young Children (NAEYC) All-Criteria Document. I conducted a content 
analysis of state ELGs: 1)  to determine what musical behaviors and activities states have 
codified as official knowledge within quality learning environments for young children, 
and 2) to ascertain the extent to which the musical content reflects music standards 
included in national prekindergarten standards documents. Findings indicated that the 
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broadly-framed Head Start and NAEYC music indicators were well-represented in state 
ELGs. The majority of ELGs have addressed two of the Content Standards of The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, “Singing and Playing Instruments” (88%) 
and “Responding to Music” (74%). The Content Standards “Creating Music” and 
“Understanding Music” were addressed in far fewer ELGs (27% and 33%, respectively). 
The more prescriptive Achievement Standards were less frequently included in ELGs. 
Additionally, 14.33% of all music-related indictors included in state ELGs did not reflect 
the music content of any of the national standards and guidelines; rather, the indicators 
represented additional music content (for example, audience skills), music activities that 
promote social and emotional development, and facilitating learning in other curriculum 
areas. When ELGs were examined through a conceptual framework of policy and 
Developmentally Appropriate Practice, a co-mingling of standards and guidelines 
constructs was found, suggesting that state ELG committees attempted to balance the 
opposing segments, resulting in re-contextualization of the content selected for inclusion 
in the ELGs. 
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Chapter 1: Background and Conceptual Framework 
 
Reaching the age of 5 is a milestone that should not and cannot be rushed. 
Rather, those first five years are a time to luxuriate in all that a child 
accomplishes. This is not a time to rush academics or try to “get a child 
ready” for kindergarten…We encourage you to see birth to 5 years as a 
treasure time—a time when children are allowed to be children. 
    The New York State Early Learning Guidelines, p. 20 
Introduction 
Over the past five decades, states have steadily expanded early childhood 
education opportunities. Several factors have contributed to the expansion. Shonkoff and 
Phillips (2000) demonstrated that early childhood education may play an important role 
in preparing children for future success in school. Other scholars have also suggested that 
early childhood education has a substantial effect on economically disadvantaged 
children (Barnett, Lamy, & Jung, 2005; Nores, Belfield, Barnett, & Schweinhart, 2005). 
In addition, analyses have suggested that the economic benefit of early childhood 
education exceeds the costs (Barnett, 1995, 1998). Educational policy development and 
implementation are largely the purview of the states; however, the federal government 
began providing periodic funding and incentives to aid states’ efforts to offer early 
childhood educational opportunities to young children.1 As a result, state early childhood 
policies often represent a fusion of federal and state ideologies, in which the interests of 
the most powerful groups dominate (Apple, 1993a). Consequently, state early childhood 
                                                
1 There is no consensus on the definition of early childhood. The National Association for the 
Education of Young Children (Bredekamp, 1987) describes early childhood as the period of life 
from birth through age 8. The US Department of Education (2014) defines it as the period from 
birth through age 5. This paper adopts the latter definition.  The term young children refers to 
children within the same age range. 
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educational policies vary in regard to types of programs that are available, subgroups of 
children who have access to programs, financing of programs, and educational goals and 
curriculum (Camilli, Vargas, Ryan, & Barnett, 2010; Flohr & Trevarthen, 2008). The 
following section traces the history of federal involvement in early childhood education.    
History of Federal Initiatives for Early Childhood Education 
Kindergartens and nursery schools began appearing in the United States in the 
19th century; kindergartens were often affiliated with public schools, and nursery schools 
were primarily sponsored by nursery school associations (White & Buka, 1987). It was 
not until women were needed in the wartime workforce that the federal government 
became involved with the funding of child care for children. Since the Lanham Act of 
1940, the federal government has periodically funded or provided incentives to states to 
develop and maintain early childhood programs.  
The Lanham Act of 1940  
As previously stated, the involvement of the federal government in the care and 
education of young children began with the Lanham Act of 1940. Title II of the Lanham 
Act provided funding to communities to develop safe, supervised care for children as 
increasing numbers of women joined the workforce during World War II . The programs 
served children of all ages and economic levels. War-related jobs ended with the 
conclusion of the war. As a result, child care funding was phased out over two years (A. 
J. Cohen, 1996). Without the continuation of federal funds, the majority of childcare 
programs established during the war were closed (A. J. Cohen, 1996).  
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Head Start  
A substantial amount of time passed before the federal government once again 
became involved in the care of young children. In 1965, as part of President Lyndon 
Johnson’s War on Poverty, the federal government created Head Start, which began 
funding programs that addressed the welfare and education of low-income children 3-
years-old through the age of school entry (Schweinhart & Fulcher-Dawson, 2009). Head 
Start provided grants to public and private non-profit agencies to implement and maintain 
comprehensive child development services. Head Start programs focused on helping 
preschoolers2 develop the early reading and math skills they needed to be successful in 
school ("Head Start Act," 1965). Head Start programs were established to achieve seven 
goals: 
1. Improving the child’s physical health and physical abilities 
2. Helping the emotional and social development of the child by encouraging 
self-confidence, spontaneity, curiosity, and self-discipline 
3. Improving the child’s mental processes and skills, with particular attention 
to conceptual and verbal skills 
4. Establishing patterns and expectations of success for the child that would 
create a climate of confidence for future learning efforts 
5. Increasing the child’s capacity to relate positively to family members and 
others, while at the same time strengthening the family’s ability to relate 
                                                
2 There is no consensus on the definition of preschool. Preschool may be defined as ages 3 to 6 
years (Feldman, 2012) or as age 3 through school entry (Schweinhart & Fulcher-Dawson, 2009). 
Because state regulations regarding the age of school entry vary, the latter definition will be used 
throughout this paper. 
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positively to the child and his problems 
6. Developing in the child and his family a responsible attitude toward 
society, and encouraging society to work with the poor in solving their 
problems 
7. Increasing the sense of dignity and self-worth within the child and his 
family (White & Buka, 1987, p. 66).   
White and Buka (1987) suggested that Head Start also catalyzed “the acceptance and 
establishment of early education to an unprecedented degree in the United States” (p. 44). 
Head Start, initially managed by the Office of Economic Opportunity, established early 
childhood education as an important vehicle for cultivating children’s mental processes 
and skills development, emotional and social development, and confidence for future 
learning ("Head Start Act," 1965). Thus, with subsequent government reauthorizations of 
Head Start, educational accountability and social progress were woven together into early 
childhood policy. 
In 1969, oversight of Head Start was transferred to the Office of Child 
Development within the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) (Office 
of Head Start, 2013). When the Department of Education became an independent entity 
in 1980, oversight of Head Start remained with HEW, renamed the Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS). The 1998 reauthorization of Head Start required HHS to 
establish education performance standards (Gish, 2005). The resulting document, The 
Head Start Child Outcomes Framework of 2000, now Head Start Child Development and 
Early Learning Framework, was created not only to establish education performance 
5	  
	  
 
 
standards, but to guide the assessment of children’s progress as well (U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services Head Start Bureau, 2000). The Framework (U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services, 2010) was aligned with the essential domains of school 
readiness as identified by the National Education Goals Panel (NEGP): Physical 
Development and Health, Social and Emotional Development, Approaches to Learning, 
and Language Development. The Framework modified the NEGP Cognition and General 
Knowledge domain to include the following specific areas of learning: Creative Arts 
Expression, Literacy Knowledge and Skills, Logic and Reasoning, Mathematics 
Knowledge and Skills, Science Knowledge and Skills, and Social Studies Knowledge and 
Skills. The domains were intended to apply to all 3- to 5-year-old children in Head Start 
and other early childhood programs (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
(2010). 
Good Start, Grow Smart  
Intended as a companion to the 2001 Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 
commonly known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB), President George W. Bush 
established the Good Start, Grow Smart Initiative to address three major areas: 
strengthening Head Start, partnering with states to improve early childhood education, 
and providing information to teachers, caregivers, and parents (The White House, 2002). 
In preparation for the initiative, First Lady Laura Bush and education department officials 
hosted the Summit on Early Learning Cognitive Development in July, 2001, at which 
educators, caregivers, and policy-makers gathered and discussed the latest research 
regarding the development of strong cognitive skills at home, in preschool settings, and 
6	  
	  
 
 
other venues (Simons, 1979). The subsequent Good Start, Grow Smart Initiative utilized 
this research as its foundation. 
The Bush administration offered the Good Start, Grow Smart Initiative as a plan 
to address three perceived obstacles to children’s receiving “high quality care:” limited 
alignment between pre-school and school behaviors; lack of regular evaluation of early 
childhood programs regarding how they prepare children to succeed in school; and 
inadequate information available to early childhood teachers, parents, grandparents, and 
child care providers on ways to prepare children to be successful in school (The White 
House, 2002). Through the Good Start, Grow Smart Initiative, states were encouraged to 
coordinate early childhood programs with public school programs, communicating “what 
will be expected of children once they reach school and what skills children will need to 
learn before school in order to meet State standards in school” (Partnering with States to 
Improve Early Learning, para. 3). In addition, as part of an effort to develop stronger 
federal/state partnerships for delivering quality early childhood programs, states were 
encouraged to develop Early Learning Guidelines (ELGs) for 3 to 5-year-old children in 
the areas of literacy, language, and pre-reading skills activities that aligned with state K–
12 standards, ensuring that each child in the United States entered school prepared to 
succeed (The White House, 2002).  
Race to the Top  
When President Barack Obama took office, he continued the push for school 
reform with a competitive grant program entitled Race to the Top. A component of the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, the Race to the Top Fund rewarded states for 
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past accomplishments, created incentives for future improvements, and challenged states 
to create comprehensive strategies for addressing impediments to school reform (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2009). Early childhood education was not a focus of the 2009 
Race to the Top program; however, in 2011, President Obama expanded the program 
when he issued the Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge. States were financially 
incentivized to develop innovative programs to:  
• Increase the number and percentage of low-income and disadvantaged children in 
each age group of infants, toddlers, and preschoolers who are enrolled in high-
quality early learning programs  
• Design and implement an integrated system of high-quality early learning 
programs and services  
• Ensure that any use of assessments conforms with the recommendations of the 
National Research Council’s reports on early childhood, located in §1832(b)(1), 
title VIII, Division B of P.L. 112-10 of the Department of Defense and Full-Year 
Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011. (U.S. Department of Education, 2011b) 
Race to the Top funds reward states that are “leading the way with ambitious yet 
achievable plans for implementing coherent, compelling, and comprehensive early 
learning education reform” (Program description, p. 1). 
 In State of the Union addresses of 2013 and 2014, President Obama advocated for 
universal prekindergarten3 programs for all children (Obama, 2013, 2014). Several 
subsequent federal actions provided incentives and funding for early childhood programs. 
                                                
3 Prekindergarten programs are designed specifically to make sure preschoolers are ready for 
kindergarten and will be succeeding in school by the third grade (Colker, 2008). 
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The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2014 increased funding to Head Start and the 
Child Care and Development Block Grant; in addition, through the Race to the Top 
Initiatives, it established new funding for grants to states to “develop, enhance, or expand 
access to high-quality preschool children from low- to moderate- income families” 
(Office of Child Care, 2014).  
Race to the Top Initiatives did not overturn the use of ELGs in state programs for 
children ages 3 to 5. Indeed, all states and the District of Columbia currently utilize ELGs 
in a variety of formats. Given that the scope and rigor of education policies are 
determined by individual states, learning experiences provided for young children vary 
substantially across states (Scott-Little, Kagan, & Frelow, 2003a). Researchers have 
noted a variety of contradictory expectations for young children’s learning and 
development from one state to another (Scott-Little, Kagan, & Frelow, 2006). Some 
states have chosen to utilize ELGs to address a variety of goals, including school 
readiness, learning environments, developmentally appropriate practices, and assessment. 
Regardless of disparate expectations, each document has aligned its content to K–12 
standards and is intended as a guide to prepare children ages 3–5 for standards-driven K–
12 instruction. The appropriateness of such linkages has been endorsed by The American 
Federation of Teachers (2002) and the National Institute for Early Education Research 
(Barnett, Carolan, Fitzgerald, & Squires, 2011, 2012).   
Documents as Public Policy 
Documents resulting from initiatives such as Head Start, Good Start, Grow Smart, 
and Race to the Top become official manifestations of public policy. Documents are not 
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simply containers of content (Krippendorff, 2004; Neuendorf, 2002; Prior, 2003). They 
are products that are produced by humans in organized settings and function in different 
ways; they have effects (Prior, 2003). Once documents have been produced, individuals 
who utilize the documents (consumers) interpret them and determine their function 
(Prior, 2003).  
Policy documents are authoritative representations of socially situated values and 
goals (D. K. Cohen & Ball, 1990). The production of policy documents is part of the 
policy implementation process; this process consists of a series of decisions and actions 
(output) that places an authoritative decision into effect (outcome) (Paudel, 2009). Texts 
resulting from the implementation process reflect a socially constructed reality in which 
certain knowledge is credited as having the greatest worth (Apple, 1993a). This reality is 
directly related to the concomitance of knowledge and power (Foucault, Burchell, 
Gordon, & Miller, 1991; Prior, 2003; Woodside-Jiron, 2011).  
There is not a consentient definition of policy. Prunty (1985) defined policy as 
“an agenda or set of objectives that legitimizes the values, beliefs, and attitudes of its 
authors” (as cited in Woodside-Jiron, 2011, p. 155). Policy may also be viewed as “ a 
decision about how to proceed, based in part on knowledge or research and in part on 
values and opinion” (Hope, 2002). For the purposes of this study these two definitions 
have been merged to define policy as a set of objectives about how to proceed based in 
part on knowledge or research and in part on values and opinion, which legitimize the 
values, beliefs, and attitudes of a policy’s authors. 
Implementation of policy can be viewed through official documents that emerge 
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as a result policy decisions (Paudel, 2009). In the field of education, one manifestation of 
policy is the guideline or standards document. The documents, which are intended to 
influence curriculum and teaching, comprise an assemblage of knowledge that reflect 
some group’s vision of official knowledge (Apple, 1993b). The decision to consider one 
group’s knowledge as the most legitimate reflects who holds the power in society at the 
time of the documents’ creation (Apple, 1993b). Apple (1993b) also posited that the 
politics of official knowledge may be observed in  
What counts as knowledge, the ways in which it is organized, who is empowered 
to teach it, what counts as an appropriate display of having learned it, and who is 
allowed to ask and answer all of the questions are part and parcel of how 
dominance and subordination are reproduced and altered in this society. (p. 222) 
 
Federal initiatives have resulted in the formulation of several guidelines and 
standards documents affecting early childhood education. The contents of the documents 
reflect the implementation of policy and official knowledge chosen by the development 
committees. K–12 standards tend to categorize learning expectations by grade level. 
Learning in early childhood is conceptualized differently; emphasis is placed on the 
learning environment, which addresses curriculum through an integrated approach, 
providing for the physical, emotional, social, and cognitive areas of children’s 
development (Bredekamp, 1987). All references to the learning environment will reflect 
this conceptualization. 
Early Childhood Standards and Guidelines Resulting from Federal Initiatives 
Documents emerged from the Head Start and Good Start, Grow Smart initiatives 
to inform teachers and families about what children should be doing before kindergarten 
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entry. The purposes of the documents differ according to the criteria established by the 
initiatives.  
Head Start  
The Head Start Child Outcomes Framework was created to guide Head Start 
programs in their curriculum development and the assessment of children’s progress 
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Head Start Bureau, 2000). The Head 
Start Child Outcome Framework identified skills, abilities, knowledge, and behaviors in 
which children ages 3–5 should engage. It was composed of eight general domains, 27 
domain elements, and numerous examples (indicators). The Framework nomenclature 
contained broadly-worded statements regarding children’s progress; for example 
demonstrates increasing ability, shows progress in, develops increasing abilities, shows 
growing awareness, and shows growing interest (U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services Head Start Bureau, 2000).  
The revised framework, Head Start Child Development and Early Learning 
Framework, reflected legislative requirements resulting from the Head Start 
reauthorization of 2007 and current research on child development and learning (U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, 2010). The revised document was expanded 
to include 11 domains to more accurately represent the developmental and learning needs 
of the “whole child” (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2010, p. 3). The 
2007 reauthorization required Head Start programs to align program goals, school 
readiness goals, and curricula to be developmentally appropriate and research-based 
within the Framework (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2010).  
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Good Start, Grow Smart Initiative 
Early Learning Guidelines were not intended to replace or mirror the Head Start 
Early Learning and Child Development Framework. Rather, they were intended as an 
additional prong of a plan to encourage states to set quality criteria for early childhood 
education and improve the quality of care in federally funded state programs for children 
ages 3 to 5 (The White House, 2002). A concomitant initiative within Good Start, Grow 
Smart concerned early childhood education research. The initiative described a research 
collaboration between The National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 
the Department of Education, and the Administration for Children and Families. They 
were given multiple charges:   
• to determine which approaches were most effective for children,  
• to determine what knowledge and skills adults needed to effectively implement 
the approaches, 
• to determine what approaches were effective in providing adults with the 
knowledge and skills essential for implementing the curricula,  
• to report the findings to early childhood program sites to inform the structure of 
early childhood programs and training for adults responsible for children’s 
learning and development. (The White House, 2002)  
While Good Start, Grow Smart made information about best practices available 
through the research initiative, it did not provide a definition of guidelines or prescribe a 
template for their development. Thus, individual states were afforded the flexibility to 
develop guidelines tailored to the needs of their children. As a result, states produced a 
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variety of Early Learning Standards, Early Learning Guidelines, Foundations, and 
Building Blocks, varying greatly in content and nomenclature.  
Non-Federally Mandated Early Learning Guidelines and Standards 
 The National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), 
founded in 1929 as the National Association for Nursery Education, is the largest 
organization dedicated to the education of young children and is widely regarded as an 
authority on matters of early childhood education (National Association for the Education 
of Young Children, 2013). NAEYC’s mission of is composed of seven specific strategic 
objectives, including “setting and publicizing standards that promote excellence in early 
childhood education and early childhood professional preparation” and “advocating for 
public policies and funding to support a comprehensive system of high-quality early 
childhood education for all young children and families” (National Association for the 
Education of Young Children, 2013). In 1985, in furtherance of these objectives, NAEYC 
developed an accreditation system consisting of program standards for early childhood 
programs. Outlining “what the association believes all programs should do to nurture and 
educate young children,” (National Association for the Education of Young Children, 
2006b, p. 1), the Early Childhood Program Standards are periodically revised “to align 
the standards and criteria with best practices in the early childhood profession” (National 
Association for the Education of Young Children, 2014, p. 1).  
The documents comprise 10 standards: relationships, curriculum, teaching, 
assessment of child progress, health, teachers, families, community relationships, 
physical environment, and leadership and management (National Association for the 
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Education of Young Children, 2014). The initial Program Standards (National 
Association for the Education of Young Children, 2006a) have been revised twice since 
the initial publication, reflecting new research and resultant changes in best practices 
(National Association for the Education of Young Children, 2010, 2014). Emotional, 
social, and academic behaviors are described broadly in terms of children’s opportunities 
and access to materials in order to gain appreciation, build an understanding, explore, 
and observe (National Association for the Education of Young Children, 2006a, 2010, 
2014).  
Critiques of Standards in Preschool Education 
After analyzing the contents of state ELGs based on the National Education Goals 
Panel (NEGP) dimensions of school readiness, Scott-Little et al.(2005) found wide 
variation in the breadth and depth of content included in the documents. The researchers 
(2003a) noted that, given that the scope and rigor of education policies are determined by 
individual states, learning experiences provided for young children vary substantially 
across states. Indeed, researchers have observed contradictory expectations for young 
children’s learning and development across the states (Scott-Little et al., 2006). 
Regardless of disparate expectations, each document has aligned the behaviors and 
activities for children ages 3–5 to K–12 standards and is intended to prepare children for 
K–12 instruction. 
The absence of standardized nomenclature across the states has resulted in 
multiple conceptualizations of ELGs. It is not unusual to find inexact usage or conflation 
of the terms standards and guidelines within ELGs and in literature pertaining to early 
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childhood education, although the terms describe different constructs. Indeed, there is no 
consensus regarding the definitions of the terminology. Conflation is clearly evident in 
the federal government’s definition of early learning and development standards: “a set of 
expectations, guidelines, or developmental milestones that describe what all children 
from birth until kindergarten entry should know and be able to do and their disposition 
toward learning” (U.S. Department of Education, 2011a). NAEYC (2002) describes 
standards as “the broadest of a family of terms referring to expectations for student 
learning,” and includes benchmarks, content standards, performance standards, and 
program standards (p. 1). The National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER) 
utilizes a somewhat different definition, describing standards as a document that specifies 
the kinds of learning or development that should be taking place (Bodrova, Leong, & 
Shore, 2004, p. 1). NIEER commentators also noted that there has been a reluctance to 
use the word standards in the early childhood field, resulting in an array of names for the 
documents; for example, building blocks, essential learning, desired results, learning and 
developmental guidelines, or learning goals (Bodrova, Leong, & Shore, 2004). NIEER 
differentiates between two major categories of standards, each containing several sub-
types of standards. There are program standards, which include classroom standards and 
teaching and learning standards, and child outcome standards, which include content 
standards, the broad range of knowledge and skills children should master, and 
performance standards, or specific descriptions of how children can demonstrate that 
children have met content standards (Bodrova et al., 2004).  
Lack of standardized terminology may have contributed to disagreements among 
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experts about the appropriateness of standards and guidelines in preschool education. 
Proponents of ELGs have expressed that 
reaching consensus on outcomes standards can help states, communities, and 
programs to enhance public understanding of early development and learning; 
strengthen curriculum development and professional development; inform 
primary grade curriculum development; and improve transition to kindergarten. 
(Bodrova et al., 2004, p. 8) 
 
The American Federation of Teachers (2002) endorsed the use of standards in programs 
for children ages 3–5, and stated that “We need to incorporate all aspects of school 
readiness into early childhood education standards and establish linkages to the K12 
system” (p. 7). Similarly, the importance of standards was advanced by NIEER. The 
organization developed a checklist of 10 benchmarks signifying quality in preschool 
programs (Barnett, Robin, Hustedt, & Schulman, 2003). One of the benchmarks 
identified was the utilization of curriculum standards:  
comprehensive curriculum standards that are exclusive to prekindergarten and 
cover the domains of language/literacy, mathematics, science, social/emotional 
skills, cognitive development, health and physical development, and social 
studies. (Barnett et al., 2003, p. 31)  
 
Quality standards, defined as “expectations for what children should learn and be able to 
do at certain age levels” (Neuman & Roskos, 2005, p. 125) could be applied in multiple 
early childhood settings, resulting in greater consistency between programs (Neuman & 
Roskos, 2005; Stipek, 2006).  
Stipek (2006) cautioned that the expectations about children’s learning and 
performance as articulated in standards, could promote fragmented instruction. Some 
experts in the area of early childhood education (Stipek, 2006; Winter & Kelley, 2008) 
voiced concerns that standards would increase the focus on academic skills in preschool, 
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reducing attention to other skills such as critical, analytic, and creative thinking and 
reasoning skills, ultimately impacting children’s social competence, behavioral self-
regulation, and physical and emotional well-being.  
Definitions. There is little consensus regarding the definitions of standards and 
guidelines; indeed, the terms are often conflated. To alleviate further misunderstanding, 
for the purposes of this study the terms standards and guidelines are distinct and separate. 
The term standards refers to written descriptions of what students are expected to know 
and be able to do at a specific stage of their education (Great Schools Partnership, 2013). 
Standards generally specify required behaviors. The term guidelines refers to statements 
that describe specific recommendations for best or appropriate practices (Bredekamp, 
1987). Distinguishing between the two terms and understanding how each conceptualizes 
learning environments for children ages 3–5 is essential because of their potential to 
inform curriculum and program design. Having expectations for children to acquire 
specific skills prior to their entry to kindergarten (standards) evokes a different 
conceptualization of the learning environment than does providing ample, varied 
opportunities for children to learn through their interaction with the environment 
(guidelines). Each document will be referenced by its title. Designation of each document 
as a guideline or standard will be discussed further in chapters 4 and 5. 
Developmentally Appropriate Practice as Public Policy 
One charge of the Good Start, Grow Smart initiative (The White House, 2002) 
was to “close the gap between the best research and current practices in early childhood 
education” (Executive Summary,  para 4). Prior to the Good Start, Grow Smart initiative, 
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the NAEYC (Bredekamp, 1987) described Developmentally Appropriate Practice (DAP) 
for early childhood education. The concept of DAP took into consideration age 
appropriateness and individual appropriateness and was defined as “the extent to which 
knowledge of child development is applied in program practices” (Bredekamp, 1987, p. 
1). The statement, intended for individuals who make decisions about the care and 
education of young children administrators, including teachers, parents, and policy 
makers, reflected NAEYC’s concern that as programs made modifications because of 
political, social and economic factors, the basic developmental needs of children were not 
always taken into account (Bredekamp, 1987). NAEYC has periodically updated its 
definition of DAP to reflect current knowledge of learning in early childhood (National 
Association for the Education of Young Children, 1997, 2009). Because of NAEYC’s 
role in supporting a high-quality system of early childhood education (National 
Association for the Education of Young Children, 2013) and maintaining current 
information regarding research on child development and learning and education 
effectiveness (National Association for the Education of Young Children, 2009), its 
publications, including DAP, may have aided ELG committees in addressing current 
research and practice mandates of the Good Start, Grow Smart initiative. 
Educational Options for Children Ages 3–5  
Most early care and education providers are not required to use ELGs, although 
states encourage the voluntary use of ELGs across various settings by disseminating print 
and electronic copies of the guidelines, offering trainings, and incorporating ELGs into 
professional development systems (Daily, Burkhauser, & Halle, 2010). Children’s 
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exposure to curricula guided by ELGs depends upon the educational options families 
select. Currently, U.S. families who opt for out-of-home care for their preschool-age 
children have a variety of options within a broad range of costs. Childcare or daycare 
services may be provided in for-profit or non-profit centers or private homes. Preschool 
programs offer care for children while also providing learning and play activities that 
encourage social, physical, emotional, and intellectual development (Encyclopedia of 
Children’s Health, 2014). Preschool services may be provided by non-profit, for-profit, 
faith-based, or cooperative organizations. Prekindergarten programs, which can be 
privately or publicly funded, are intended to prepare children for kindergarten instruction. 
They focus on foundational skills for later learning, including persistence, paying 
attention, and working well with peers and adults, in addition to academics (Young, 
2011). Prekindergarten programs may function independently or within school districts. 
Private Programs 
 Private preschool and prekindergarten programs often prescribe to particular 
philosophies of learning and education. The program philosophies, rather than state 
ELGs, determine curriculum and teaching practices. For instance, Waldorf schools 
provide a homelike environment for preschool students, who participate in imitative and 
imaginative activities based in free and guided play (Waldorf Education in North 
America). In Reggio Emilio schools, children have three teachers: the parents, teachers, 
and the environment (Edwards, Gandini, & Forman, 1998). The fundamental Reggio 
belief is that young children are inherently curious and are capable of constructing their 
own experiences and building their own theories (Edwards et al., 1998), thus obviating 
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the need for standards.  Long-term projects and real life experiences are considered 
important vehicles for learning with the arts and expressing children’s understandings 
(Edwards et al., 1998). The environment and supportive role of the teacher is also critical 
to the Montessori philosophy. Montessori believed that children experience sensitive 
periods in their development when learning is most naturally internalized; thus, the 
orderly environment is arranged in such a way to allow children to freely move and 
interact with it, according to their individual sensory and developmental needs (Carinato, 
Cluxton, McCarrick, Motz, & O’Connor, 1972).  The Montessori teacher serves as a 
mentor, model, and guide as the children explore the materials within the environment 
(Carinato, Cluxton, McCarrick, Motz, & O'Connor, 1972). Each of these approaches 
emphasizes the importance of children’s curiosity, imagination, and creativity. The types, 
quantity, and quality of learning experiences vary depending upon the philosophies of the 
programs; however, families who have the financial resources to access private 
prekindergarten are indeed afforded numerous choices. 
Public Programs 
 Families who need or choose to access publicly-funded prekindergarten programs 
have fewer options when choosing learning environments for their children. Head Start is 
the largest public program for children ages 3–5 in the United States. Families must 
satisfy specific income eligibility requirements to qualify for Head Start participation. In 
addition to Head Start, many states have also established programs for children ages 3–5. 
These state programs are educationally-focused programs, funded, controlled, and 
directed by the state, with each state determining eligibility requirements for enrollment 
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and teacher qualifications (Barnett, Carolan, Fitzgerald, & Squires, 2011). Currently 31 
states have income requirements; however, recent budget cuts in many states now limit 
enrollment (Barnett et al., 2011). Ten states do not offer any state-funded programs 
(Barnett et al., 2011). State pre-K programs may be provided by school districts or be 
public/private partnerships, and they may or may not be accredited by the NAEYC 
(National Association for the Education of Young Children, 2006a). The states of 
Alabama, Georgia, and Oklahoma currently offer universal prekindergarten (UPK), 
which is non-compulsory, free prekindergarten for all children. Additional states, such as 
New York and Alabama, have established UPK programs but have not yet achieved 
statewide access. The universal programs utilize State Early Learning Guidelines (ELGs) 
to inform the learning environments and experiences of the participating children. 
Because of local control, programs may be in collaborative settings, such as existing 
community preschool learning centers, or integrated within elementary schools.  
The National Institute for Early Education Research has reported a steady 
increase in the number of 3–5-year-old children attending state funded programs, 
growing from 10% to 28% between the years 2001 and 2010 (Barnett et al., 2011). 
Access and participation are not equal across the nation, however. While the majority of 
states provide programs to 20%–40% of four-year-olds, 10 states do not offer any state-
funded programming, and nine states serve 50%–70% of their four-year-olds through 
state funded programs (Barnett et al., 2012). If the trend continues, increasing numbers of 
children will attend programs that utilize ELGs. 
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Importance of Music Learning in Early Childhood 
For decades, researchers have observed young children’s musical behaviors. 
Numerous studies have documented that young children engage in music making 
spontaneously (Campbell, 1998; Moorhead & Pond, 1942, 1944; Moorhead, Sandvik, & 
Wight, 1951; Office of Head Start, 2013; Simons, 1979; Tarnowski, 1999). This was first 
noted in a landmark series of studies conducted at the Pillsbury Foundation School in 
California.  The researchers established that young children ages 2–6 spontaneously 
engage in music making and integrate rhythm, melody, and form into their musical 
exploration and play. From 1937 to 1941, Moorhead and Pond (2013) recorded children’s 
spontaneous chants and then analyzed them for background, occasion, verbal form, 
physical accompaniment, rhythmic and melodic form, and their variants. Their findings 
indicated that children tend to have their own musical culture, unique and appropriate to 
their own society; the children demonstrated proclivities to creating simultaneous chant 
and large physical activity, marked and constant rhythm, and embryonic verse forms, 
characterized by reiterated phrases and rhyme (Office of Head Start, 2013). Subsequent 
studies (Berger & Cooper, 2003; Flohr & Trevarthen, 2008; Waldorf Education in North 
America; Young, 2011) have supported Moorhead and Pond’s findings and noted the 
importance of providing opportunities for open musical exploration, encouraging 
children’s natural spontaneous musical play. 
Evidence also exists that supports the notion that early childhood is an optimal 
period for children to learn foundational music behaviors. Moorhead and Pond (1942) 
maintained a journal of all musical behaviors and activities exhibited by the children at 
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the Pillsbury Foundation School. The researchers concluded that children’s musical 
learning is “inseparable from other learnings in that they all take place at the same time 
and also follow the same general patterns of development” (Moorhead & Pond, 1942, p. 
32), adding that “not only musical actions but the circumstances under which such 
actions occur must be examined” (p. 33). Similarly, Gordon (2005) identified two 
important periods in children’s musical development: the critical period between birth 
and age two, and the sensitive period between birth and age five, stating,  
We cannot correct for children’s loss of opportunity during the time the 
foundation for learning is being established, because we can offer only 
compensatory, not remedial, instruction when they are older. (p. 1)  
 
In addition, Gordon (2007) described specific sequences of musical development for 
children similar to Moorhead and Pond’s (2011b) recommendations that children be 
afforded freedom to make the sounds appropriate to them with adult assistance provided 
only where needed.  
 Early musical experiences may impact physical brain development.  Few studies 
have been conducted with young children; however, researchers (Steele, Bailey, Zatorre, 
& Penhume, 2013) have suggested that early musical training results in more accurate 
timing in motor skills and enhances white matter in the corpus callosum region of the 
brain. The researchers concluded that early musical experience may result in long-lasting 
changes in behavior and the brain, serving as a scaffold for ongoing training (Moorhead 
& Pond, 1942). The results of additional studies (Hyde et al., 2009; Patel, Kraus, & 
Schlaug, 2010; Schlaug, 2005) have also suggested that musical experiences affect the 
physical development of the brain.  
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Developmentally Appropriate Music Practice  
Bredekamp (1987) did not include music in the description of curriculum for 
children ages 3–5. However, “music can be validated as developmentally appropriate 
practice because it has objective, practical effects on children’s development” (Neelly, 
2001, p. 34). Specifically, music can enhance the learning environment, stimulate brain 
development, and help children express and control emotions and develop positive self-
esteem (Neelly, 2001). The musical environment to which children are exposed affects 
their innate musical aptitude (Gordon, 2003). When provided with a rich, musical 
environment, children ages 3–5 can coordinate movement with sounds in the 
environment, imitate tonal and rhythm patterns, and begin to coordinate singing and 
chanting with breathing and movement (Gordon, 2003). Immersion in environments that 
include many musical styles allows children to develop a foundation of understanding of 
the expressive characteristics of music (Neelly, 2001). They are able to grasp and 
verbalize the concepts of tone color, dynamics, tempo, style, pitch, rhythm, and form 
(Campbell & Scott-Kassner, 1995). Children in this age group will spontaneously sing, 
move to the music they hear, and imitate and invent movements; they can also express 
their understanding of rhythm by using their bodies as percussion instruments (Campbell 
& Scott-Kassner, 1995). In addition, researchers have demonstrated that young children 
respond positively to music education experiences in preschool settings (Dansereau, 
2005) and can develop musically in early childhood settings (Bodrova et al., 2004; 
Palmer & Sims, 1993).  
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Music Education Opportunities for Children Ages 3–5 
Just as parents may choose between public and private preschool options, they 
may also choose between public and private music opportunities for their children. The 
type, quantity, and quality of music experiences vary widely between programs. Music 
experiences may be included as part of daily programming or may not be offered at all. In 
addition, families may access music-specific programs for their children. 
Private Music Programs 
A variety of early childhood music programs are offered throughout the United 
States, available to families irrespective of their children’s enrollment in preschool 
programs. Among these offerings are Music Together, Kindermusik, and Musikgarten. 
The curricula in these programs are not informed by standardized ELGs. Music Together, 
Kindermusik, and Musikgarten bring children and parents or caregivers together with a 
trained specialist to engage interactive musical experiences such as singing, dancing and 
movement, and instrument playing (Kindermusik, 2012; Music Together, 2012; 
Musikgarten, 2012). Each of these programs purports to ground their curricula in 
developmentally-appropriate practice. Music for Young Children (2010) programs 
provide instruction in singing, rhythm, listening, and ear training, using teddy bears as 
learning tools. Three and four-year-olds actively engage in rhythm instrument ensembles; 
in addition, the children learn to play the keyboard in C major and read from the staff 
(Music for Young Children, 2010). Clearly, musical opportunities for young children 
exist; however, private programs may be expensive or require additional commitments of 
time and parental involvement, often placing them out of the reach of lower and moderate 
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income families, creating an inconsistency of quality musical opportunities for young 
children.  
Music Opportunities in Public and Private Preschool Programs 
Musical opportunities vary in non-publicly funded programs as well. Centers may 
create their own curricula or purchase preschool curriculum packages such as Creative 
Curriculum or HighScope; consequently, the type and quantity of musical activities vary 
by specific program. One of the noticeable differences in public and private 
prekindergarten offerings, as well as both publicly and privately funded early childhood 
centers, is the wide variation in the philosophies and goals of the programs. The ways in 
which the organizations or institutions formulate programs for young children can be 
linked to the ways in which they conceptualize childhood.  Childhood may be viewed as 
a period of preparation for adulthood, as a valuable stage of life in its own right, or as a 
blend of the two ideas.  The conceptualizations stakeholders hold about school readiness 
and effective preschool programs potentially influence the content of ELGs (Scott-Little 
et al., 2006). Because music is included as part of a publicly funded program, the music 
instruction may be subject to standards or guidelines. Differences in music content may 
vary between states as a result of the conceptualization of childhood embraced by state 
ELG development committees and/or policy directives or constraints. These differences 
can be observed in three major documents intended to guide the learning experiences of 
children ages 3–5, which are discussed in the following section. 
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Major Documents Affecting Music Experiences of Children Ages 3–5   
In 1994, with one million dollars in funding from the U.S. Department of 
Education, the National Endowment for the Arts, and the National Endowment of the 
Humanities, the Music Educators National Conference (MENC, now the National 
Association for Music Education) developed and published National Standards for Arts 
Education, which included nine voluntary content standards for K–12 music (Music 
Educators National Conference, 1994a). In a brief history of the National Standards, 
MENC (1994) claimed, “With the passage of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act the 
arts are written into federal law. The law acknowledges that the arts are a core subject” 
(p. 11). The introduction also included the following statements: 
Arts education standards can make a difference because, in the end, they speak 
powerfully to two fundamental issues that pervade all of education—quality and 
accountability. They help ensure that the study of the arts is disciplined and well-
focused and that arts instruction has a point of reference for assessing its results. 
(Musical Educators National Conference, 1994, p. 9) 
 
 These statements suggest that the authors intended to position the arts as equivalent to 
other core K–12 subjects by creating standards that were focused and measureable.   
Not long after release of standards for K–12 music, MENC released music 
standards for prekindergarten (Music Educators National Conference, 1994a). These 
standards had been prefaced by several studies that documented the state of 
prekindergarten music education. For example, Golden (1989) surveyed daycare center 
administrators in Ohio, and Daniels (1992) surveyed preschool directors from Alabama, 
Georgia, Mississippi, and Tennessee. The researchers obtained similar findings: singing, 
listening to music, playing instruments, and movement activities were most common in 
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early childhood education, and preschool classroom teachers were primarily responsible 
for designing the music curriculum and leading the activities. Preschool teachers and 
daycare center directors typically listed enjoyment, self-esteem, and enhancement of the 
learning environment as primary reasons for engaging in musical activities with young 
children (Daniels, 1992; Golden, 1989). Teacher-led group music activities were most 
frequently reported, but teachers and daycare center directors also reported playing 
background music for many activities, and a small number reported that young children 
could choose to participate independently in music centers (Daniels, 1992; Golden, 
1989). 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten 
The National Association for Music Education, in their preface to the 
Prekindergarten Standards, endorsed the need for such standards, stating,  
The years before children enter kindergarten are critical for their musical 
development. Young children need a rich musical environment in which to grow. 
The increasing number of day-care centers, nursery schools, and early-
intervention programs for children with disabilities and children at risk suggests 
that information should be available about the musical needs of infants and young 
children and that standards for music should be established for these learning 
environments as well as for K-12 settings. (Music Educators National Conference, 
1994b, p. 9) 
 
Prekindergarten music standards were more broad-based than those for K–12 music 
education, reflecting current practice in prekindergarten music. The National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten contain four major domain areas, called Content 
Standards, which identify broad subject matter (Music Educators National Conference, 
1994b). Within the Content Standards are indicators, known as Achievement Standards, 
which “specify desired levels of attainment or state how students will demonstrate their 
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attainment of the desired level” (Music Educators National Conference, 1994b, p. 2). The 
Content Standards and Achievement Standards are as follows: 
1. Singing and Playing Instruments: Children 
a. Use their voices expressively as they speak, chant, and sing 
b. Sing a variety of simple songs in various keys, meters, and genres 
(e.g., folk songs, ethnic songs, singing games), alone and with a group, 
becoming increasingly accurate in rhythm and pitch 
c. Experiment with a variety of instruments and other sound sources 
d. Play simple melodies and accompaniments on instruments 
2. Creating Music: Children 
a. Improvise songs to accompany their play activities 
b. Improvise instrumental accompaniment to songs, recorded selections, 
stories, and poems 
c. Create short pieces of music, using voices, instruments, and other 
sound sources 
d. Invent and use original graphic or symbolic systems to represent vocal 
and instrumental sounds and musical ideas 
3. Responding to Music: Children 
a. Identify the sources of a wide variety of sounds (e.g., crying baby, 
piano, guitar, car horn, bursting balloon) 
b. Respond through movement to music of various tempos, meters, 
dynamics, modes, genres, and styles to express what they hear and feel 
30	  
	  
 
 
in works of music 
c. Participate freely in music activities 
4. Understanding Music: Children 
a. Use their own vocabulary and standard music vocabulary to describe 
voices, instruments, music notation, and music of various genres, 
styles, and periods from diverse cultures 
b. Sing, play instruments, move, or verbalize to demonstrate awareness 
of the elements of music and changes in their usage (e.g., changes in 
rhythm, dynamics, tempo) 
c. Demonstrate an awareness of music as a part of daily life. (Music 
Educators National Conference, 1994a, p. 11–12)  
In addition to Content and Achievement Standards, the National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten provided examples of music behaviors in each domain to assist in 
assessing children’s levels of proficiency.  
Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head Start Child Development and Early 
Learning Framework  
Music standards were also included in the Head Start Child Outcomes 
Framework, published in 2000 and intended “to guide Head Start programs in their 
ongoing assessment of the progress and accomplishments of children” (U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services Head Start Bureau, 2000, p. 4). The Music standards 
contained in the Child Outcomes Framework and its revision, the Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework (2010) are experiential in nature, allowing 
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children to interact with, explore, and learn from music in the learning environment. 
Music and other creative arts are intended to be integrated with all other learning domains 
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2010). Music standards included in the 
Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework (HSCDELF) emphasize 
creating an environment in which children can fully experience music. Guidelines focus 
on participating in, experimenting with, expressing, and moving to music rather than 
emphasizing skills acquisition. The Head Start goals have included the expression of 
feelings through music as an integral part of a quality learning environment for children 
ages 3–5. In the domains “Use of the voice and instruments to create sounds” and “Use of 
the body to move to music and express oneself,” five examples of music behaviors were 
provided:  
1. Participates in music activities, such as listening, singing, or performing 
2. Experiments with musical instruments 
3. Expresses what is felt and heard in various musical tempos and styles 
4. Moves to different patterns of beat and rhythm in music 
5. Uses creative movement to express concepts, ideas, or feelings. 
Unlike language development, literacy, and mathematics domains, the creative arts 
domain was not legislatively mandated, suggesting that arts skills would not be measured. 
Daily et al. (2010) reported that  
The majority of preschool ELGs are organized around areas of development 
similar to those outlined by the Head Start Child Outcomes Framework 
(HSCOF), that is, language development, literacy, mathematics, science, creative 
arts, social and emotional development, approaches to learning, and physical 
health and development. However, there is variation across states with respect to 
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the specific expectations of young children’s skills and abilities in each of the 
developmental areas. (p. 3)  
 
Reliance upon the Head Start Child Outcomes Framework as the basis for state ELGs 
suggests that states have been interested in “coordinating early childhood services and 
programs in order to avoid duplication of services and improve children’s learning,” one 
of the designated initiatives included in Good Start, Grow Smart (The White House, 
2002).  
National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) All-Criteria 
Document 
The NAEYC All-Criteria Document contains program standards, accreditation 
criteria, and guidance for assessment for early childhood programs seeking or 
maintaining NAEYC accreditation (National Association for the Education of Young 
Children, 2010). The document is grounded in the belief that to best teach young 
children, instruction must reflect Developmentally Appropriate Practice (DAP), meet 
children where they are, be appropriate to children’s age and developmental status, and 
be based on knowledge of how children learn and develop (National Association for the 
Education of Young Children, 1997). Rather than prescribing music activities, behaviors, 
or skills, NAEYC guidelines describe opportunities through which children ages 3–5 can 
experience and interact with music. By their inclusion of the following three music 
indicators, NAEYC asserts that they reflect DAP for music. The indicators are included 
in the curriculum content area of Creative Expression and Appreciation within the 
Curriculum Standard: 
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• 2.J.01. Children are provided various opportunities to gain appreciation of art, 
music, drama, and dance [in ways that reflect cultural diversity] 
• 2.J.04. Children are provided varied opportunities to learn new concepts and 
vocabulary related to art, music, drama, and dance [in ways that reflect cultural 
diversity] 
• 2.J.06. Children are provided many and varied open-ended opportunities and 
materials to express themselves creatively through music, drama, dance, and 
two- and three-dimensional art. (National Association for the Education of 
Young Children, 2010, p. 20–21) 
 
The NAEYC All-Criteria Document may be used in separately or in conjunction with 
other guidelines and standards; for example, Head Start programs may also obtain 
NAEYC accreditation.  
Conceptual Framework 
Policy must be operationalized to influence educational practice. Policy 
implementation connects the expression of governmental intentions into expressions of 
action codified in official documents (O'Toole, 2003; Paudel, 2009; Pressman & 
Wildavsky, 1973). Numerous factors affect policy implementation, including incentives, 
struggles of authority, and disparate priorities (Matland, 1995).  Political and economic 
incentives and constraints affect committees’ priorities; the incentives and constraints at 
local, state, and federal levels may present competing pressures (Matland, 1995). In 
addition, the composition of committees and distribution of power, overt and perceived, 
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among committee members often impact the outcome documents (McCubbins, Noll, & 
Weingast, 1989).  
In the field of early childhood education, there are two factors that ultimately 
exert influence over the learning environments of children: policy and assumptions about 
children’s learning and development (National Association for the Education of Young 
Children, 2009). Early childhood policy is currently expressed in part through the Head 
Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework at the federal level and through 
Early Learning Guidelines (ELGs) at the state level. In addition, at the national level, 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten are intended to inform practitioners and 
policymakers. Similarly, the National Association for the Education of Young Children 
(NAEYC) guidelines for all early childhood programs are intended to inform both early 
childhood practitioners and policymakers. Assumptions about learning in early 
childhood, described as Developmentally Appropriate Practice (DAP), address the 
“physical, social, emotional, and cognitive development” of children (Bredekamp, 1987, 
p. 1), and are intended to directly inform the teaching practices of early childhood 
professionals. Because federal initiatives have dictated that publicly funded programs for 
3- through 5-year-old children reflect best practices and current scientific research on 
learning and development, logic supports the assumption that a connection between 
policy, in the form of national standards and guidelines, and developmentally appropriate 
practice is evidenced in ELGs.  
Figure 1 illustrates the continuum of policy development in early childhood music 
education. The model shows the progression of the preschool education policy process, 
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from assumptions about learning through the states’ decisional output as indicated in state 
ELGs.  In theory, assumptions about learning influence federal early childhood education 
policy initiatives. States interpret federal policy and develop ELGs in order to implement 
the federal policy. ELGs subsequently become policy, theoretically influencing teaching 
practices in each state. The interplay of these factors contributes to the manner in which 
policy is implemented. Indeed, the content of ELGs may provide perspective on how and 
the extent to which political pressures affected the interpretation of policy and DAP 
during ELG development.  
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Need for the Current Study 
The need to obtain a better understanding of the music content of ELGs is 
heightened by the steady increase of children attending state-funded preschool programs 
(Barnett et al., 2011). ELGs are intended to influence curriculum development (The 
White House, 2002); therefore, music standards contained within ELGs potentially 
impact the content and quality of musical activities and instruction. The National 
Association for Music Education, Head Start, and NAEYC agree—indicated by the 
inclusion of music in their national standards and guidelines—that musical experiences 
enrich children’s early learning and contribute to their overall development; however, it 
is not clear if the music content of ELGs reflects the music content detailed in existing 
national standards and guidelines. To date, there is not a picture of how states have 
articulated music standards and guidelines in ELGs and whether they reflect 
developmentally-appropriate practices. ELGs represent states’ declarations of official 
knowledge for children ages 3–5. Analyzing the musical content of ELGs is essential to 
developing an understanding of what states have identified as official music objectives 
and their role as a component in quality early learning environments.  
When researchers previously examined ELGs (Scott-Little, Kagan, & Frelow, 
2003b; Scott-Little et al., 2005), they documented the prevalence of the arts, aesthetics, 
and creativity addressed in state ELGs but did not collect subject-specific information. 
The researchers noted that 17 states had included art, aesthetics, or creativity in their 
ELGs (Scott-Little et al., 2003b), but they questioned whether it was desirable and 
feasible to have consistent standards, such as the National Music Standards for 
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Prekindergarten and Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework, 
across the states (Scott-Little et al., 2005). The authors concluded: 
Early learning standards articulate expectations for children’s development and 
learning and, as a consequence, have the capacity to influence the nature of early 
learning programs and the content of children’s daily experiences in the programs. 
. . .It is imperative that the field engage in careful consideration of these 
documents. (p. 41) 
 
In their recommendations for further research, Scott-Little et al. (2005) raised many 
questions, among which were the following: 
1. Does the content of the standards reflect the state’s view of what is important for 
children’s development and learning prior to kindergarten entry? 
2. What’s been left out and is the omission consistent with research literature on 
children’s learning? 
3. What is the relationship between the early learning standards and K–12 
standards? (p. 41) 
Because a comprehensive examination of the music content of ELGs has not been 
conducted, music education professionals cannot currently answer the questions posed 
above. Conducting a content analysis of ELGs provides the music education and early 
childhood fields with a baseline understanding of the nexus, if any, between ELGs and 
national standards and guidelines for children ages 3–5. This baseline knowledge may 
serve as the foundation for meaningful dialogue between the professions as states refine 
their descriptions of quality learning environments. Once the music content of state ELGs 
is determined, it becomes possible to critically examine the elements for their adequacy 
of musical experiences and developmental appropriateness. 
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Purpose and Orienting Questions 
Three national standards and guidelines documents address musical experiences 
for prekindergarten: The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start 
Child Development and Early Learning Framework (and its earlier version, Head Start 
Child Outcomes Framework), and the National Association for the Education of Young 
Children (NAEYC) All-Criteria Document. The purpose of this study was twofold: 1) to 
analyze State Early Learning Guidelines (ELGs) to determine what music experiences 
states have included as elements of high quality learning environments for children ages 
3–5, and 2) to ascertain the extent to which ELG music content reflects the music content 
included in national standards and guidelines documents for children ages 3–5, namely 
The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, the Head Start Child Development 
and Early Learning Framework, and the National Association for the Education of Young 
Children All-Criteria Document. The following questions guided the investigation:  
1. To what extent have the four dimensions of music learning, as detailed in The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, been addressed in State Early 
Learning Guidelines (ELGs)?  
2. To what extent have specific indicators of children’s music learning within each 
of the dimensions of The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten been 
addressed in state ELGs?  
3. To what extent have dimensions and specific indicators of music learning, 
outlined in the Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework, been addressed in state ELGs? 
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4. To what extent have dimensions of music learning, outlined in the NAEYC All-
Criteria Document, been addressed in state ELGs? 
5. What dimensions of music learning that were not included in The National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head 
Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework and the NAEYC All-
Criteria Document have been addressed in ELGs?  
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Chapter 2: Review of Relevant Literature 
The literature reviewed in this chapter represents studies of standards and 
guidelines for programs for children ages 3–5. The studies cover a range of topics, 
including the development and implementation of early learning standards and guidelines 
and their content, both general and music-specific. Because guidelines and standards are 
intended to inform instruction and curricula, I also reviewed studies of preschool 
teachers’ classroom music practices spanning the past 25 years, prior to development and 
implementation of standards and guidelines through the present. Collectively, the studies 
provided a foundation for my inquiry into the following research questions:  
1. To what extent have the four dimensions of music learning, as detailed in The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, been addressed in State Early 
Learning Guidelines (ELGs)?  
2. To what extent have specific indicators of children’s music learning within each 
of the dimensions of The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten been 
addressed in state ELGs?  
3. To what extent have dimensions and specific indicators of music learning, 
outlined in the Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework, been addressed in state ELGs? 
4. To what extent have dimensions of music learning, outlined in the NAEYC All-
Criteria Document, been addressed in state ELGs? 
5. What dimensions of music learning that were not included in The National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head 
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Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework, and the NAEYC All-
Criteria Document have been addressed in ELGs?  
Context 
Researchers have conducted an array of examinations of educational content 
standards, the majority of which address K–12 standards. The studies have focused 
primarily on the utilization of standards, in particular how instruction is aligned with 
academic content standards (Browder, Spooner, Wakeman, Trela, & Baker, 2006). Far 
fewer studies have been conducted on preschool guidelines despite the designation of 
“standards” as an indicator of quality by the National Institute for Early Education 
Research (NIEER).  In 2003, NIEER published its first State Preschool Yearbook in 
which data from the 2001–2002 school year were aggregated to establish baseline 
information about state-funded preschool programs, the very programs that utilize ELGs, 
which are the focus of this study (Barnett et al., 2003). NIEER has continued to publish 
State Preschool Yearbooks annually to document changes and trends in funding, access, 
and policies of state funded preschool programs throughout the United States. The annual 
reports utilize 10 Quality Standards as criteria for determining the quality of preschool 
education programs in each state, including the use of “early learning standards” (p. 24). 
It is important to note that, although NIEER endorses the use of “early learning 
standards” as one element of high quality programs for children ages 3–5, the institute 
does not evaluate specific content contained in them.  
Of particular interest are individual state data contained in the NIEER Yearbooks 
regarding which states employ ELGs, the quantity of children enrolled in programs 
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utilizing ELGs, and trends in children’s access to state funded programs. The Yearbook 
data indicate a steady increase in the number of children ages 3–5 attending state funded 
programs from 10% to 28% between the years 2001 and 2012, although access and 
participation differed across the nation (Barnett, Carolan, Fitzgerald, & Squires, 2012). 
Although 10 states do not offer any state funded programming, the majority of states 
provide programs for 20% to 40% of four-year-olds, and nine states serve 50% to 70% of 
their four-year-olds through state funded programs (Barnett et al., 2012). If these trends 
continue, increasing numbers of children will attend programs that utilize ELGs, with the 
majority of 3–5 year-olds in some states receiving instruction guided by ELGs.  
NIEER’s declaration of ELGs as an indicator of quality in state funded preschool 
education programs indicates that the organization endorses standards and accountability 
policies that emerged from the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. This stance suggests 
that the mere existence of ELGs is a factor in the quality of educational programs for 
children ages 3–5. I found no research to support this notion and have thus chosen to 
focus this study on the content of ELGs.  
Development of Early Learning Guidelines  
Brown (2007) analyzed the composition of and communication within ELG task 
forces and/or committees to gain an understanding of the role of early childhood 
specialists and practitioners in the development of ELGs. Brown (2007) conducted a case 
study to examine the formulation and implementation of Wisconsin’s Model Early 
Learning Standards. Using a Bakhtinian reading of discourses surrounding formulation 
and implementation of policy, the researcher noted the complexities that exist in early 
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childhood education (ECE). To align Model Early Learning Standards with existing State 
Model Academic Standards and at the same time “unite an early childhood community 
around a collective understanding of the goals of ECE” (p. 635), the Early Learning 
Standards Committee formulated a double-voiced document. Because the parlance of 
policy and early childhood practice are so disparate, language was carefully selected to 
accurately and adequately represent concerns of both policy-makers and early childhood 
representatives on the committee in order to formulate a document that addressed 
standards-based accountability and the developmental needs of young children 
simultaneously. Brown (2007) noted that “the demands for improved student 
performance [as mandated in federal initiatives] will not die down simply because states 
are implementing early learning standards” (p. 660).  
Brown’s (2007) study provides an example of one way in which state early 
learning policy may be crafted. The Wisconsin process appears to have considered 
divergent interests in a balanced manner, resulting in an ELG that represented both policy 
and appropriate practices for children ages 3–5. Examining the discourse between 
members of ELG task forces was beyond the scope of this study; however, in addition to 
examining the music content of the ELGs, the language utilized in the formulation of the 
documents was examined. The voicing of the ELGs provided insight into the social 
constructs underpinning the official knowledge of early childhood education in each 
state.    
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Implementation of ELGs     
Scott-Little, Lesko, Martella, and Milburn (2007) investigated the use and 
purposes of state ELGs. The researchers facilitated the creation of a survey for members 
of the Council of Chief State School Officers Early Childhood State Collaborative on 
Student Standards and Assessments. The resulting 72-item survey, reviewed by numerous 
stakeholder groups, included both closed-ended and open-ended questions designed to 
document trends in the development and implementation of state and local early learning 
guidelines and the resultant policies and practices (Scott-Little et al., 2007). The Early 
Childhood Education Assessment Consortium of the Council of Chief State School 
Officers distributed the survey via the internet in June 2005 to early childhood specialists 
in all 50 states and the District of Columbia.  
Survey responses were received from 41 states and the District of Columbia. 
Survey data combined with information on the National Child Care Information Center 
website indicated that 49 states had completed their standards development process as of 
June 2006; survey responses indicated that early learning standards in most states had 
been written or revised since 2002. Standards in 26 states addressed children in the entire 
age range of 3–5 years. The remaining states addressed configurations of ages within the 
range. Wisconsin included its early learning standards in a document with first grade 
standards to illustrate the continuum of learning (Scott-Little et al., 2007).  
When queried about their understanding of the purposes of early learning 
guidelines, state early childhood specialists most commonly cited: 1) improvement in 
instruction and curriculum, 2) enhancement of professional development, and 3) 
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education of parents about child development. Other identified purposes included 
guidance of assessment, program evaluation, and program accountability, reflecting the 
expressed goals of the Good Start, Grow Smart Initiative. Thirty states’ responses noted 
an association between early learning guidelines and child assessment, and every 
responding state indicated an attempt to align early learning guidelines with K–12 
standards. Additionally, 26 states aligned their guidelines with curricula (Scott-Little et 
al., 2007). The survey contained no questions regarding the content of the ELGs.  
The authors noted several trends in the implementation of early learning 
guidelines. At the time of their report, early learning guidelines had been developed for 
most states and the District of Columbia. Another noteworthy trend was the intentional 
effort of states, through the inclusion of college and university educators in the 
development process, to train teachers and enable their use of early learning guidelines in 
practice. In addition, states appeared to be developing monitoring systems to ensure 
consistent use of early learning guidelines, particularly in child assessments based upon 
the guidelines. 
Several researchers have examined ELG implementation in individual states 
(Brown, 2009; Head, 2010). The context for Brown’s (2009) case study was a state-
funded pre-K program in a Texas school district. The researcher wanted to understand 
how implementing performance expectations that defined what skills children needed to 
possess when they left prekindergarten would alter the perception of the prekindergarten 
program, commonly viewed within the district as an intervention program for at-risk 
children (Brown, 2009). Using Foucault’s (1982) constructs of disciplinary power and 
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resistance, Brown (2009) questioned whether “early education reforms that emphasize 
student outcomes destabilized the disciplinary power embedded within the discourse of 
standards-based early education reform” (p. 6). Foucault (1982) defined the exercise of 
power as a mode of considered or calculated action, destined to act upon the possibilities 
of actions of other people with the capacity to coerce individuals or groups to behave in 
very specific patterns. Through various power strategies, disciplinary power may become 
destabilized, resulting in different interpretations (Foucault, 1982). Brown interviewed 
members of the school district’s Assessment Task Force, district administrators, school 
principals, and pre-K teachers regarding development and alignment of an assessment 
tool for pre-K students. The researcher observed an “absence of a normalized 
understanding of student performance by the school district’s pre-K stakeholders” (p. 8), 
which afforded creative opportunity to the Assessment Task Force. Brown (2009) 
observed that predominant “discourses of risk, readiness, academic performance, and 
accountability” nevertheless created “troubling images of pre-K children and their 
families” (p. 16). Still the researcher argued that “pre-K students and their families must 
be framed this way in order to receive support from the Texas State Legislature for early 
childhood services” (Brown, 2009, p. 16). Brown (2009) concluded, ““In the end, the 
Assessment Task Force’s work further clarified rather than destabilized the power of the 
governing discourses” (p. 16). Brown’s study suggests that the discourse between 
stakeholders in task forces or committees charged with the formulation of ELGs may 
play a significant factor in the resulting documents. 
Head (2010) conducted a case study of Ohio preschool teachers participating in 
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the Step Up to Quality Initiative to determine their perceptions of aligning early learning 
guidelines to existing prekindergarten programming and instruction. The researcher 
questioned whether accountability and the creation of guidelines altered the way early 
childhood educators designed lesson plans, learning centers, and curricula in existing 
programs. Participants responded that they were able to utilize play as the means for 
teaching the more academically oriented guidelines, and they perceived social studies and 
science guidelines as the most difficult to address. All of the participants agreed that 
assessment was an important part of the curriculum, in agreement with policymakers and 
in opposition to some preschool education organizations. 
Accountability issues were a common thread expressed by participants in these 
studies. The researchers questioned whether ELGs altered teaching practices due to 
perceptions regarding increased assessment. Indeed, there may be a gap in the perceived 
and stated purposes of state ELGs. As part of the content analysis in this study, stated 
purposes and mission statements were examined, along with their relationship to specific 
learning indicators included in the documents. 
Content of Guidelines and Standards for Children Ages 3–5 
Researchers have conducted an array of content analyses of K–12 academic 
standards (Andriot, 2007; Conger, 1996; Gonzales, Riedel, Avery, & Sullivan, 2001; 
Hall, 1999; Kirby & Scales, 1981; Kumar & Berlin, 1998; Love, 2009; McComas & 
Olson, 2002; Montgomery, 2009; Naughton, 2004; Schmidt & Wang, 2005; Tenam-
Zemach, 2007; Wixson & Dutro, 1999; Zarra, 1999), but relatively few studies have 
examined the content of ELGs. Kendall (2003) found that ELGs may be marked by 
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vague language, the mixing of content standards with program standards, and confusion 
of student expectations and curriculum goals, rendering them ineffective; in contrast, 
ELGs that specify and clarify developmentally-appropriate skills while addressing social 
and emotional learning skills “express shared expectations for schooling, enable 
educators to focus on what they value, and provide a common language for assessing 
progress toward those goals” (p. 66).  
Newman and Roskos (2005) conducted a two-pronged content analysis of state 
ELGs, first analyzing the structure and organization of the documents, and then 
examining the content of standards. The researchers noted variation in resources utilized 
to formulate state ELGs; a majority (49%) relied on subject-area sources, with 12% 
relying on National Educational Goals Panel standards, 15% on Head Start Outcomes 
Framework, and 24% utilizing mixed resources (Neuman & Roskos, 2005). The 
researchers utilized an analytical lens which reflected research-based consensus of what 
young children should learn to be ready for kindergarten; using this analytical 
framework, they examined the content of literacy and mathematical indicators in state 
ELGs (Neuman & Roskos, 2005). The researchers found that states varied in the degree 
of specificity with which they described particular indicators (Neuman & Roskos, 2005). 
They suggested that states might benefit from adopting an approach similar to their 
methodology when revising ELGs in order to reduce confusion created by large 
quantities of indicators and to increase clarity of the standards and indicators (Neuman & 
Roskos, 2005). The researchers concluded that the variation in structure and organization 
of ELGs, which reflects the uniqueness of each state and the collaboration of the 
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contributing stakeholders in each state, contributes to variation in access to standards, 
monitoring, and licensure, thus affecting the application, relevance, and effects of ELGs 
(Neuman & Roskos, 2005). 
The most comprehensive studies of the content of ELGs were conducted by Scott-
Little, Kagan, and Frelow (2003b, 2005, 2006) on behalf of the University of North 
Carolina-Greensboro’s Regional Educational Laboratory, SERVE. The primary data were 
state early learning documents; additional information was collected through telephone 
interviews with childhood specialists in state departments of education, presidents of state 
Associations for the Education of Young Children, and chief child care administrators in 
each state’s lead child care agency (Scott-Little et al., 2003b). Among other questions, 
the researchers addressed which states had defined standards or expectations for 
children’s learning prior to kindergarten and what developmental domains and subjects 
were covered in the documents. 
The researchers drew on the National Education Goals Panel (NEGP) definitions 
of what it means to enter school “ready to learn” (Kagan, Moore, & Bredekamp, 1995). 
The NEGP was established in 1990 to monitor progress on President George H. W. 
Bush’s six national education goals, presented in the 1990 State of the Union address. 
The panel continued to study national educational issues until its dissolution in 2002. 
NEGP assembled a panel of 30 experts to define what it means to enter school “ready to 
learn” (Scott-Little et al., 2003b, p. 3). The panel conducted a thorough review of the 
literature and agreed that readiness for learning could be classified into five domains: 
physical well-being and motor development; social and emotional development; 
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cognition and general knowledge; approaches toward learning; and language and 
communication. The researchers defined the domains as follows: 
• Physical Well-Being and Motor Development: Characteristics of a child’s 
growth, physical health, and motor abilities. 
• Social and Emotional Development: Social development includes 
characteristics that are important for children to have successful interactions 
and relationships with others, both peers and adults. An individual’s feeling 
toward self and other constitute emotional development. 
• Approaches Toward Learning: Approaches toward learning include the 
inclinations, dispositions, or styles reflected in how children become involved 
in learning, rather than particular skills related to learning. 
• Language and Communication Development: The acquisition of 
communication methods (oral and written) and the social rules and customs 
that guide how children express themselves and understand communications 
from other persons. This dimension includes early literacy. 
• Cognition and General Knowledge: The knowledge base a child has and the 
ability to represent the world cognitively are included in cognition and general 
knowledge. Three types of knowledge described in the NEGP document are 
physical knowledge, logico-mathematical knowledge, and social-conventional 
knowledge. (Scott-Little et al., 2005, pp. 7–8) 
 
The research team determined that the NEGP framework, because of its widely agreed-
upon status and research basis, would provide an appropriate basis for coding the content 
of state standards. 
 The researchers reported that, as of 2003, 19 states had officially adopted ELGs, 8 
states had ELGs in the process of adoption, 12 states and the District of Columbia were in 
the process of developing ELGs, and 11 states had no ELGs or a process to develop them 
(Scott-Little et al., 2003b). Most states had officially adopted ELGs for children ages 3–
5, but California, Maine, New Mexico, and Washington had produced ELGs for infants 
and toddlers as well. All states with ELGs except South Carolina and Maine had 
addressed more than one dimension of readiness; 7 of the states addressed two or three 
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dimensions; 11 states addressed four dimensions; and 7 states addressed all five 
dimensions (Scott-Little et al., 2003b). Language and communication was the dimension 
of readiness addressed most frequently in state standards; cognition, general knowledge, 
physical well-being, and motor development were also commonly addressed. Approaches 
to learning and social and emotional development were dimensions of readiness seldom 
addressed in state ELGs (Scott-Little et al., 2003b). 
 A list of subject areas included in state standards was generated from the 
documents and included language, literature, math, science, arts, social studies, and 
others. The subject areas most frequently included were language and literacy, followed 
by mathematics (Scott-Little et al., 2003b). Seventeen states had included art, aesthetics, 
or creativity as they were developing standards (Scott-Little et al., 2003b), yet more 
specific analysis of these standards was not provided. The researchers commented: 
In summary, it appears that most of the states…have taken a relatively holistic 
view of the child and addressed a good number of developmental domains and 
subject areas. This is, however, simply a tally of what areas were addressed and 
gives no information as to the content of the standards. Further analysis will be 
necessary. (p. 30) 
 
 In a subsequent examination, Scott-Little et al. (2005) again used the five NEGP 
dimensions as an analytic framework, and they provided a content analysis of the breadth 
and depth of early learning guidelines. The researchers described breadth as “how many 
of the five dimensions were addressed within the standards documents” (p. 16) and 
conceptualized breadth in two ways:  
1. Absolute Breadth: Whether the state included one or more standards items 
related to each of the five dimensions. 
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2. Relative Emphasis Within Breadth: The relative degree of emphasis across the 
five dimensions. (p. 16) 
 
Depth was defined as the “extent to which a set of standards addressed each of the 
indicators within a specific dimension” (p. 16) and was also conceptualized in two ways: 
1. Absolute Depth: The degree to which the standards addressed each of the 
indicators within the dimension with at least one standard. 
2. Relative Emphasis Within Depth: The relative degree to which standards 
items addressed each of the indicators within a dimension. (p. 16) 
 
 The researchers found that most states had addressed each of the five NEGP dimensions 
with at least one standard; thus, most states demonstrated “absolute breadth” of the 
standards. They noted, however, that the majority of standards in the ELGs were related 
to Language and Communication Development and  Cognition and General Knowledge, 
resulting in low “relative breadth” (Scott-Little et al., 2005). One hypothesis for this 
occurrence was that some dimensions might be easier to articulate in standards than 
others. Another hypothesis was that some states might have found it difficult to include 
standards to which there were no corresponding K–12 standards (Scott-Little et al., 
2005). The researchers also found an imbalance in the depth of ELGs, as indicated by the 
quantity of indicators addressed in each dimension. Under the dimension of cognition and 
general knowledge, knowledge of the physical world and logico-mathematical knowledge 
were covered in depth. The authors acknowledged that although “children’s knowledge 
of the physical world could be broken down into knowledge about different subject areas 
such as science, history, and the arts” (p. 39), their coding system could not account for 
such information. Furthermore, “approaches towards learning items tended to be spread 
through a variety of subject areas including the arts, science [and] mathematics” (p. 38). 
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 In a third study, Scott-Little et al. (2006) examined the content of early learning 
guidelines to determine how states conceptualized readiness by analyzing what domains 
and specific elements of children’s development and learning had been included in early 
learning guidelines. They also tested whether differences in the content of the guidelines 
were related to the development process, the lead agency charged with the development 
process, and/or the degree to which the guidelines were linked to K–12 standards (Scott-
Little et al., 2006). The researchers found that state ELGs tended to contain far more 
standards items that addressed language and cognition domains than items that address 
physical, social-emotional, and approaches to learning domains, suggesting that states 
were defining readiness as a specific set of skills and knowledge necessary for later 
success in school, rather than a broader, multi-faceted conceptualization consistent with 
current research on children’s early learning and development (Scott-Little et al., 2006). 
They also found that, in states in which the state Department of Education led the 
development process or the guidelines were linked to K–12 standards, the ELGs 
contained lower percentages of standards items in the physical, social-emotional, and 
approaches toward learning domains (Scott-Little et al., 2006). The researchers noted the 
importance of balanced representation of the five NEGP domains in state ELGs to best 
develop children’s readiness to learn (Scott-Little et al., 2006). 
 The variation in content, structure, and organization of ELGs was documented in 
each of these studies. The researchers concluded that collaboration between stakeholders, 
educational philosophies of lead agencies, and language clarity (or lack thereof) directly 
impacted the organization, content of, and access to the ELGs, resulting in variation in 
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conceptualizations of readiness and confusion of student expectations. This study 
examines each of these aspects as they apply to the music content of ELGs.  
Content Analysis of Music Standards 
 In an analysis of the National Standards for Music Education, Benedict (2004) 
noted that music standards had changed very little since their inception in 1892. 
Postulating that the wording of the National Standards for Music Education evinces them 
as a manifestation of an oppressed society, Benedict (2006) examined the standards using 
a critical theoretical framework provided by Freire, Giroux, and Apple to determine 
whether societal forces and assumptions influenced the development and adoption of the 
National Standards for Music Education. The researcher then compared and contrasted 
the National Standards for Music Education with national standards for mathematics, 
language arts, science, and history to examine the ways in which they reflect a paradigm 
shift in the educational climate. Benedict first performed a content analysis of the 
national standards documents, coding the documents to reveal inferences based upon the 
critical theorist framework and the context of current philosophical and pedagogical 
research. The researcher then crafted a reoriented version of the National Standards for 
Music Education based on the analysis and a review of current pedagogical and 
philosophical research. The extension of the standards  
reflects a pedagogical vision based on new conceptions of what it means to know 
and demonstrate understanding, thus providing for a critical and transformative 
pedagogy that would allow students and teachers to actively engage in a 
meaningful relationship; one not dependent upon transmitting knowledge. This 
extension and reorientation provides a more coherent view of music education 
that corresponds with the goals of the other disciplines as articulated in their 
National Standards documents. This kind of discipline continuity aligns music 
education with a more current and “basic” view of education. (p. 62) 
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Members of the original writing task force of the National Standards for Music 
Education received copies of the reoriented standards and were given the opportunity to 
respond through face-to-face interviews (Benedict, 2006). 
 Benedict found that in their efforts to secure legitimacy for music as a subject 
area, the original writing task force deliberately avoided controversy and disorder when 
developing the National Standards for Music Education; thus, critical discussion 
necessary for growth and change did not occur. Although in a broad political context the 
National Standards for Music Education did not receive equal status with other national 
standards, the original task force members expressed satisfaction with the document that 
emerged from their collaboration, perceiving it as having “done nothing but good” (p. 
24).  
The researcher noted that national standards in other academic disciplines 
reflected a broader conception of pedagogy, emphasizing the juxtaposition of the teacher, 
learner, and the knowledge they produce; in contrast, the National Standards for Music 
Education separated teaching and learning by focusing on training and observable student 
behaviors rather than pedagogy. Task force members expressed difficulties with assuring 
that music standards were measureable. Benedict (2006) observed that the drive for 
measurability inadvertently became the “aim, endeavor, method, and content of music 
education,” thereby limiting music education (p. 27). The researcher concluded that the 
National Standards for Music Education and associated publications lacked a progressive 
vision of education that can be observed in other national standards documents, 
suggesting that the National Standards for Music Education were grounded in an 
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obsolete paradigm. As a caveat, Benedict acknowledged that between the time of the 
study’s inception and completion, NCLB was enacted, returning educational focus 
toward basics and measurable standards, suggesting that the National Standards for 
Music Education might actually reflect the political educational climate of the time. 
Although Benedict’s study referenced the accompanying documents to the National 
Standards for Music Education, the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten were 
not specifically addressed; however, the study offered important insight into the factors 
that impact the development and content of standards and guideline documents, 
specifically pressures exerted through policy initiatives and mandates and the need to 
balance accountability with appropriate teaching practices. Because these same pressures 
have impacted the development and implementation of ELGs, affecting their content and 
relevance, Benedict’s research provided a philosophical foundation for this study.  
Music Practices in Learning Environments for Children Ages 3–5  
Educational standards and guidelines are intended to inform classroom practice. 
In the preschool music classroom, one would expect the musical learning environment 
for children and the philosophies espoused by teachers and center directors to reflect 
those articulated in the standards and guidelines documents, as indicated by the materials 
and activities provided. Prior to the development of the National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten (Music Educators National Conference, 1994b) and ELGs, a few 
researchers documented the status of music in preschools throughout the United States 
(Daniels, 1992; Golden, 1989). These studies describe preschool centers’ musical 
practices, including students’ access to musical activities, musical resources available for 
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children ages 3–5 and teachers’ perceived value of music as part of a high quality 
learning environment.  In addition, they provide baseline information regarding common 
practice in music for children ages 3–5, to which studies conducted after the development 
of standards and guidelines can be compared. 
Golden (1989) surveyed daycare center administrators in Ohio regarding the 
centers’ musical practices, including time allotted to musical activities, types of musical 
activities, stated purposes of musical activities, oversight of musical activities, and 
available facilities and equipment for musical engagement. Daycare center directors were 
also queried about their philosophies regarding the role of music in preschool children’s 
lives (Golden, 1989). A researcher-designed survey was distributed to 880 centers 
selected randomly from 2376 daycare centers in Ohio, and a total of 500 usable responses 
were returned. Nearly 100% of respondents reported that preschoolers engaged in music 
activity at their centers; 79.6% indicated that children engaged in music activities daily, 
and 11.8% indicated that children engaged in music activities 3–4 times per week 
(Golden, 1989). Singing, listening to music, moving to music, and playing instruments 
were reported as the most frequent musical activities (Golden, 1989). Enjoyment and 
recreation, followed by enhancing the overall learning environment, were the primary 
reasons directors gave for including music in the curriculum (Golden, 1989).  
  Golden (1989) recommended that prospective preschool teachers be introduced to 
music education during their training, including instruction in a variety of musical 
instruments, recordings, and pedagogical practices. The researcher stated, “The preschool 
teacher should possess a wide range of skills and expertise so that this introduction [to 
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music] might be an enjoyable and educational experience” (p. 191). Golden (1989) 
suggested that further research might include study of preschool music education based 
on the perspective of the classroom teacher and a music educator’s examination of a 
preschool music program to compare the classroom teacher’s perspective with the music 
specialist’s perspective.  
Daniels (1992) obtained similar results in a survey of 282 preschool directors 
from Alabama, Georgia, Mississippi, and Tennessee. Respondents included directors 
from public and private preschools serving both rural and urban areas. The survey 
included questions about teachers’ qualifications for music instruction, time per week 
dedicated to musical activities, and the types of musical activities provided for the 
children (Daniels, 1992). Of 143 respondents, 69% indicated that their preschool 
programs had regular, structured music activities. Average time devoted to musical 
activities weekly was 68 minutes for 2-year-olds, 77 minutes for 3-year-olds, 80 minutes 
for 4-year olds, and 82 minutes for 5-year-olds.  
All preschool directors who reported structured musical activities listed singing as 
a regular activity, and most also listed movement to music and playing instruments as 
regular activities (Daniels, 1992). All of the respondents were asked about background 
music at their preschools, and 90% reported that music was played at particular times of 
the day, including naptime and quiet time (Daniels, 1992). Children’s songs were played 
most frequently (Daniels, 1992). These findings suggest that music activities, which 
generally did not facilitate children’s exploration of music through musical 
experimentation and improvisation, were intended as enhancements to the learning 
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environment rather than elements of a high-quality learning environment for children 
ages 3–5. This notion was further supported by preschool directors’ survey responses 
regarding their attitudes toward music. A majority of directors considered music 
important (23.75%) or very important (75.5%); however, the majority of the 84 
respondents who reported that they did not have a structured music program stated that 
they would not hire a music specialist, citing lack of funds.  
Daniels recommended that preschool classroom teachers should receive in-service 
training to lead musical activities and that preservice early childhood teachers should be 
required to enroll in a music methods course. Daniels also urged greater communication 
between music specialists and early childhood specialists (Daniels, 1992).  
Golden (1989) and Daniels’ (1992) studies described musical activities and 
behaviors common in preschool classes for children ages 3–5 and prevailing attitudes 
about the inclusion of music in preschool education prior to the development of standards 
and guidelines. Researchers continued to survey early childhood educators and music 
educators about classroom music practices following the publication of the National 
Music Standard for Prekindergarten (Music Educators National Conference, 1994b).  
Observing that a lack of knowledge about the quality and availability of music 
instruction for California preschool children and their teachers existed, Nardo (1996) 
investigated the music education needs of California early childhood centers in relation to 
community college music courses offered in early childhood education. The study 
investigated several areas, including demographics and characteristics of California 
daycare centers and early childhood education centers, music facilities, materials, and 
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equipment used in early childhood music instruction, teachers’ perceptions of their 
preparation for teaching music, and the role of community colleges in preparing early 
childhood education students to teach music. Of particular interest to this study was the 
research question “In terms of national standards set by the Music Educators National 
Conference, what were the stated goals and objectives, and the frequency of their 
assessment in ECE center music programs” (p. 5)? Nardo (1996) assembled a consortium 
of individuals representing the fields of music education, early childhood education, 
social science, and educational psychology to craft questions for the surveys based upon 
the National Standards for Music Education, the National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten, and Opportunity-to-Learn Standards for Music Instruction: Grades 
Prekindergarten–12 and weighted selected items related to instructional standards. The 
researcher drew a random, stratified sample of 500 early childhood centers from the 
California Department of Social Services database of 8200 centers licensed in the state of 
California (Nardo, 1996).  
 Most of the centers (61%) offered large group singing four to five times per week, 
but time allocated for free music play varied greatly (Nardo, 1996). Only 36% of the 
centers reported a dedicated music center, but the majority of the centers reported owning 
rhythm instruments, cassette tapes, and players available for classroom use (Nardo, 
1996). Children participated in daily singing in 85% of the centers and had regular 
opportunities to improvise, create, and respond to music, the broad categories of the 
Prekindergarten Standards (Nardo, 1996). The primary reason for using music was to 
enrich the general classroom environment, with musical exploration, improvisation, and 
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creativity listed as the most important achievement objectives (Nardo, 1996). Anecdotal 
comments from individuals revealed that many directors had not previously thought 
about the value of music in preschool programs (Nardo, 1996).  
Nardo (1996) concluded that music was valued in California early childhood 
education centers, although the variety and scope of musical activities and instruction 
was narrow. The researcher recommended that the California State Department of 
Education operationalize The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten as a 
curriculum framework (Nardo, 1996). This recommendation supported the utilization of 
the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten as a resource for preschool education 
and, by extension, their role in shaping preschool music instruction.  
In a comprehensive study of Wisconsin preschool music practices, Tarnowski and 
Barrett (1997) assisted the Wisconsin Music Educators Association (WMEA) in 
developing a survey to determine the types and frequencies of musical experiences 
occurring in Wisconsin preschools, available resources, and teachers’ understanding 
about music education in order to develop support projects for Wisconsin early childhood 
educators and early childhood music educators. After developing and piloting the 
questionnaire, the WMEA Early Childhood Task Force sent the survey to every childcare 
center registered with the Wisconsin Bureau for Children, Youth, and Families; 23% (N = 
686) of the 3000 surveys mailed were returned (Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). 
Respondents indicated that singing (97%), moving to music (97%), listening to music 
(93%), and playing instruments (85%) were the most frequent musical activities reported 
by the respondents, with musical dramatic play (49%), discussing music (37%), and 
63 
	  
 
 
creating music (30%) occurring far less often (Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). Sixty-three 
percent of respondents reported that children engaged in large-group singing and finger 
play activities more than five times per week, and many indicated that music was used to 
accompany classroom routines such as naps, snacks, and clean-up, yet planned music 
lessons were never conducted in one-third of the centers (Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). 
Centers reported supplying a variety of musical materials, with the majority making 
cassettes and cassette players (98%), records and record players (84%), and song/musical 
activity books (81%) available for the children (Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). Some 
centers owned percussion instruments (85%), guitars (57%), and autoharps (31%), but 
children were typically allowed to use only the percussion instruments, while adults 
played the other instruments (Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). Fewer than half of respondents 
reported using multicultural music, with the remainder using it only in small amounts 
(Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997).  
Teachers listed enjoyment, self-esteem, and enhancement of the learning 
environment as primary reasons for involving children in musical activities, and they 
ranked development of musical understanding and skills as the lowest priority 
(Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). Reasons for planning musical activities generally related to 
supporting other areas of skill development and providing structure for the day 
(Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). Approximately half of the respondents rated the overall 
quality of music opportunities at their centers as “average” (Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997).  
The researchers found significant (p < .05) relationships between directors’ 
perceptions of quality and numerous indicators. Directors who ranked the quality of their 
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music programs as “excellent” or “above average” were likely located in large centers in 
high population areas; direct music instruction was highly valued, with programs in these 
centers including six or seven different types of musical activities and conducting large-
group musical activities at least five times per week as part of a general curriculum for 
the center (Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). Directors attributed the quality of their music 
programs to frequency of the activities, variety of the activities, and personalities of the 
individuals conducting the activities (Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997).  
The researchers concluded that a need for on-going in-service training in music 
education techniques and materials existed in Wisconsin preschools and home daycare 
facilities (Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). They voiced concern over general lack of 
understanding of the purposes and goals of preschool music, as indicated by directors’ 
dissimilar definitions of “early childhood music programs” and lack of multi-cultural 
music materials and activities available to children (Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). One of 
the researchers’ recommendations was to establish in-service sessions for early childhood 
professionals with continuing follow-up and communication through individual state 
Music Education Associations, perhaps supported as part of a national MENC initiative 
(Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997).   
Kelly (1998) developed a questionnaire to identify the music skills taught in 
preservice training that in-service preschool teachers perceived as practical and 
beneficial. The survey was distributed to directors of 89 randomly selected public and 
private preschool programs in a Midwestern U.S. city. Responses indicated that teachers 
considered skills that provided preschool students with direct music experiences most 
65 
	  
 
 
useful. Descriptive items on the questionnaire indicated that the majority of the teachers 
were unaware of the existence of the National Standards for Music: Grades 
Prekindergarten–12. The findings, then, suggest that existence of the National Standards 
for Music had not affected preschool music instruction four years after their publication. 
More recently, Nardo, Custodero, Persellin & Fox (2006) developed the National 
Survey of Music in Early Childhood (NASMEC 2003), based on the surveys of Daniels 
(1992), Golden (1989), and Tarnowski and Barrett (1997). Survey questions reflected the 
contents of The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten (Music Educators 
National Conference, 1994b) and Pre-K Opportunity-to-Learn Standards (MENC, 1994). 
The NASMEC (Nardo, Custodero, Persellin, & Fox, 2006) was distributed to early 
childhood (infant–age 5) professionals employed in early childhood centers accredited by 
the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC); it included 
multiple choice and seven short answer items. Two hundred ninety-three useable 
responses were received, for a 28% return rate. Over half the respondents represented 
full-day preschool programs, 39% represented half-day programs, and 3% represented 
after school programs. Fifty-one percent of the centers received government funding for 
children and families living in poverty. Most respondents represented programs where 3-, 
4-, and 5-year-old children were enrolled.  
Center directors reported that they used music to enrich the overall curriculum 
and enhance children’s creativity, in addition to providing enjoyment, mood regulation, 
and development of social and cognitive skills (Nardo et al., 2006).  Eighty-one percent 
of respondents reported that opportunities were provided for free participation in music, 
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which included dedicated listening centers in 59% of the early childhood classrooms. 
Nearly all respondents reported that rhythm instruments were available to children, but 
only 69% reported that melodic instruments (e.g. xylophones) were available. 
Approximately one-third of the respondents reported that their centers owned keyboards, 
guitars, or autoharps. Materials such as songbooks, recordings, and puppets were readily 
available to teachers (Nardo, 1996). 
Singing was the most frequently reported musical activity, although the narrative 
data indicated that teachers often felt they lacked singing skills (Nardo et al., 2006). 
Eighty-eight percent of respondents indicated that movement activities were regularly 
included in the curriculum, although these tended to be the types of activities where 
teachers modeled or directed children’s movements. The majority of musical instrument 
activity reported also involved teacher modeling. Seventy-six percent of respondents 
reported that children were given at least weekly opportunities to respond to music using 
dramatic play, puppets, or manipulatives such as scarves. Only 11% of respondents 
reported that children had opportunities to compose original songs, and 5% reported 
opportunities for children to experiment with music notation (Nardo, 1996).  
Nardo et al. (2006) concluded that not much had changed in a decade of early 
childhood music education; classroom teachers were primarily responsible for music 
instruction, and most of those teachers felt “ill-prepared to deliver meaningful 
instruction” (p. 289), findings very similar to those obtained in Nardo’s (1996) earlier 
study. Because the study was undertaken to inform policy, the researchers suggested a 
renewed emphasis on collaborative research between early childhood specialists and 
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music specialists to better understand and change music education practices and to help 
ensure that music education in early childhood meets or exceeds national standards. 
Nardo et al. (2006) stated, “We must listen to the voices of those who are charged with 
the music education of the youngest students, and provide what they need to deliver 
meaningful educational experiences” (p. 190). 
 Similarly, Kirsten (2006) investigated the extent to which National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten and Opportunity-to-Learn Standards were being 
implemented in early childhood classrooms. Kirsten’s study provided a foundation to the 
current study, as the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten are among the 
documents that potentially inform the music content of state ELGs.  
Kirsten (2006) designed a survey instrument to specifically examine “preparation 
and background of prekindergarten instructors, curricular content, goals and objectives of 
the program, types of activities, assessment strategies, resources available, adequacy of 
facilities and schedule and time devoted to music” (p. 70). From all public and private 
preschools in the United States, the researcher chose a random stratified sample of 2547 
schools, representing approximately 10% of the total population. The director of each 
program was asked to complete the Director Pre-kindergarten Survey and to forward the 
Teacher Pre-kindergarten Survey to an appropriate teacher. The researcher received 154 
responses for a 6.05% return rate.  
Although this response rate limited the generalizability and usefulness of the 
results, some of Kirsten’s (2006) findings were similar to prior research. Approximately 
two-thirds of respondents were from public preschools, which was representative of the 
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overall population. Respondents reported that children regularly engage in musical 
behaviors detailed in the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten. Preschool 
children were most frequently involved in singing activities. Instruments were most 
frequently played to maintain the beat for rhymes or songs and for spontaneous music 
making (Kirsten, 2006). Creative movement and focused listening activities were also 
utilized (Kirsten, 2006).  
Most respondents indicated that preschool children participated in music activities 
every day (Kirsten, 2006). Instruments owned included rhythm sticks and jingle bells, 
and most classrooms had a collection of books containing songs (Kirsten, 2006). Sixty-
five percent of respondents claimed to have a music center where children could listen to 
music independently (Kirsten, 2006). 
Respondents indicated a high degree of support for prekindergarten music 
standards and believed that adhering to standards would create a better quality music 
education (Kirsten, 2006). Respondents also indicated that they would welcome in-
service training on the delivery of The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten 
(Kirsten, 2006). The responses suggest that preschool teachers may not be aware of how 
to access the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten; they may also suggest that 
states may not rely on the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten as the resource 
for developing music goals for ELGs. 
Persellin (2007) examined challenges to early childhood music education in the 
United States. The researcher chronicled the history of government support of early 
childhood education, the development of the National Standards for the Arts, and the role 
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music has played in programs resulting from government initiatives. Persellin (2007) 
noted that trends in early childhood education have a history of being dictated by “the 
United States’ perceived need for mothers to work outside the home, and contradictorily, 
to stay home to care for their children” (p. 55). Despite the development of the National 
Standards and the implementation of NCLB, as of 2005, with fifteen states and the 
District of Columbia having adopted state music standards that included prekindergarten 
music and five more states developing standards, early childhood teachers and music 
educators alike seemed to be unfamiliar with state guidelines for early childhood music 
(Persellin, 2007). Among Persellin’s (2007) recommendations for future actions were 
intentional efforts to improve communications regarding the importance of music to 
young children’s development and strengthened, collaborative relationships with 
NAEYC, Head Start, and other early childhood organizations to develop music curricula 
and materials. Additionally, Persellin (2007) asserted that music educators bear the 
responsibility of “provid[ing] our policymakers with compelling research, materials, and 
support to make early childhood music programs happen” (p. 59).  Since publication of 
the article, all states and the District of Columbia have adopted ELGs for children ages 3–
5. It remains unknown how many states have included music in these guidelines, have 
separate state music guidelines, or how the National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten are reflected in the guidelines and what purposes music is intended to 
serve in quality learning environments for young children. 
Surveys of preschool music practices have returned similar results over the past 
25 years. Teachers regularly provide opportunities for their students to sing, play 
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instruments, and move to music in the preschool classroom. Most teachers continue to be 
unaware of The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, suggesting that other 
music resources serve as the basis for music instruction in classrooms. This study, the 
content analysis of the music content of ELGs, will provide insight into this area.  
Summary 
Although researchers have examined academic content standards, few studies 
have focused on ELGs. Studies that have been conducted have not thoroughly 
investigated subject area content. This current study is needed in order to develop an 
understanding of music experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills that states view as 
important for children’s development and learning prior to kindergarten entry and 
whether they are consistent with national standards for children ages 3–5. Through this 
content analysis, it is hoped that the findings will inform music educators and early 
childhood educators regarding what music behaviors states have chosen to identify as 
part of quality learning environments for children ages 3–5 and the relation between 
ELGs and the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework, and National Association for the 
Education of Young Children All-Criteria Document. It is also hoped that this study will 
provide useful information to members of guideline and standard committees as they 
revise the documents that shape the learning environments of young children.  
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Chapter 3: Methods 
Content analysis has been utilized in many fields, including communication, 
journalism, sociology, psychology, business, religion, and health-related industries 
(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Krippendorff, 2004; Neuendorf, 2002). In education, content 
analysis can be used to analyze textbooks and other text-based resources, as well as 
institutional texts such as teachers’ guides and handbooks (Abrahams, 2005). In addition, 
content analysis can be helpful in describing trends in schooling over time, understanding 
organizational patterns, showing how different schools handle the same phenomena 
differently, inferring attitudes and values through examination of courses and activities 
that are endorsed, and gaining a sense of how teachers feel about their work by 
examining professional and/or general publications, records of what sorts of courses and 
activities have been endorsed, and teachers’ writings about their jobs (Fraenkel, Wallen, 
& Hyun, 2012).  
Some researchers, such as Neuendorf (2002), have approached content analysis in 
quantitative ways as  
a summarizing, quantitative analysis of messages that relies on the scientific 
method (including attention to objectivity-intersubjectivity, a priori design, 
reliability, validity, generalizability, replicability, and hypothesis testing), [and is] 
not limited as to the types of variables that may be measured or the context in 
which the messages are created or presented. (p. 10)  
 
In contrast, Krippendorff (2004) stated, “Ultimately, all reading of texts is qualitative, 
even when certain characteristics of a text are later converted into numbers” (p. 16). 
Similarly, Hsieh and Shannon (2005) defined content analysis as a “research method for 
the subjective interpretation of the content of text data through the systematic 
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classification process of coding and identifying themes or patterns” (p. 1278).  Neuendorf 
(2002) advanced an integrative model of content analysis defined as “the systematic, 
objective, quantitative analysis of message characteristics” (p. 1). In this model, the 
researcher’s job is to describe messages and identify relationships among message 
characteristics through the examination of specific texts. Messages may present in a 
variety of forms: written text, transcribed speech, verbal interactions, visual images, 
characterizations, nonverbal behaviors, sound events, or any other message type 
(Neuendorf, 2002). The integrative model provides an appropriate methodology to 
accurately describe musical content in state ELGs and identify linkages between state and 
The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Development and 
Early Learning Framework, and NAEYC All-Criteria Document.  
Regardless of the particular approach to content analysis, researchers have agreed 
that the analysis process begins by identifying the problem to be addressed and the texts 
that might be associated. The problem is our current lack of knowledge of the music 
content of ELGs. I have identified The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, 
NAEYC All-Criteria Document, and Head Start Child Development and Early Learning 
Framework as policy documents that may have informed the music content of state 
ELGs.  At this time I do not know what musical experiences, behaviors, activities, and 
skills have been included in ELGs nor do I know the extent to which the music content of 
ELGs is consistent with music content in key national standards and guidelines for 
children ages 3–5. A thorough content analysis of the music content of state ELGs is 
needed to determine if there is a nexus between the ELGs and other standards and 
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guidelines for 3–5 year-old children and if state guidelines adequately provide for quality 
musical experiences for children, resulting in their musical development and growth.  
Computer-Assisted QDA 
Although the researcher’s reflexivity is essential to content analysis, software 
such as QDA Miner 4 (Peladeau, 2011) is helpful to researchers for thorough 
examination of documents. The program contains numerous retrieval tools, which enable 
researchers to analyze word frequencies and extract keywords and specific text patterns 
in documents, including text segments and complete sentences (Peladeau, 2011). QDA 
Miner 4 can also graphically illustrate relationships between codes based on the 
frequencies in which they appear together (Provalis Research, 2011), which is helpful 
when analyzing the findings.  A companion program, Word Stat, is a content analysis 
module that works with QDA Miner 4 to analyze words and phrases in documents and 
facilitates the exploration of word relationships within and between documents 
(Peladeau, 2011). Word Stat can be directed to automatically categorize texts 
systematically, thus serving as a reliable independent coder of the texts. An additional 
tool called Query by Example searches for text that contains similar meanings but uses 
alternate terminology (Provalis Research, 2011). These tools complemented the human 
coding process utilized in this study and described below.  
Procedures 
The following section describes the methodological protocol followed in Phase 1 
of this study. Figure 2, adapted from Neuendorf (2004, pp. 50–51), provides a graphical 
depiction of the methodological steps followed in this study.  
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Figure 2. Methods Flowchart 
1. Develop research questions 
3. Determine units of data collection 
2. Define variables 
Human coding Computer coding 
4a. Coding schemes: 
 
1. Development of 
Codebooks 
 
2. Development of 
Coding forms 
 
4b. Coding schemes: 
 
1. 1. Development of 
Frequency List 
 
2.  2. Development of 
Dictionary 
 
Human coding Computer coding 
5. Sampling 
6. Pilot reliability 
7a. Coding of standards 7b. Coding of standards 
Human coding Computer coding 
8. Reliability checking 
9. Tabulation and reporting 
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Phase 1 
Identifying the research problem and research questions (Item 1 in Figure 2). 
State ELGs arose in an environment of standards and accountability. Scott-Little et al. 
(2005) contended that “Early learning standards articulate expectations for children’s 
development and learning and, as a consequence, have the capacity to influence the 
nature of early learning programs and the content of children’s daily experiences in the 
programs” (p. 44). As the output of policy implementation, ELGs represent states’ 
integration of their interpretation of policy and assumptions about children’s learning and 
development. Once these interpretations have been codified, they become part of states’ 
official knowledge; as the knowledge is taken out of context it becomes re-
contextualized, altering power relations and, by extension, its influence in other contexts 
(Apple, 1993a). ELGs currently have limited use, but, because of their status as official 
knowledge, they have the potential to affect non-state-funded programs for children ages 
3–5 as well. For this study, I have focused specifically on state-funded public preschool 
programs, as they are the programs for which state ELGs were developed. State 
preschool statistical reports indicate that the number of preschool children attending 
state-funded programs has been and continues to steadily increase (Barnett et al., 2011, 
2012). To effectively engage in informed dialogue with policymakers and the early 
childhood profession, it is incumbent upon the music education profession to understand 
the content of ELGs and the manner and extent to which states have included music in 
them. 
Three large-scale content analyses of ELGs were undertaken as the guidelines 
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were in the process of being created (Scott-Little et al., 2003a, 2005, 2006). The purpose 
of those analyses was to compare ELGs to the National Education Goals Panel (NEGP) 
definitions of “ready to learn” (Kagan et al., 1995), and although the researchers found 
that the arts, including music, were represented in the guidelines, their analysis included 
little information on the breadth or depth of music content within the guidelines, or 
information on how music is positioned as readiness for school; therefore, the purpose of 
this study is to obtain a better understanding of how music has been included in state 
ELGs thus far, specifically to what extent the National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten, NAEYC All-Criteria Document, and Head Start Child Development 
and Early Learning Framework are reflected in ELGs.  
The following questions guided my investigation:  
1. To what extent have the four dimensions of music learning, as detailed in The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, been addressed in State Early 
Learning Guidelines (ELGs)?  
2. To what extent have specific indicators of children’s music learning within each 
of the dimensions of The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten been 
addressed in state ELGs?  
3. To what extent have dimensions and specific indicators of music learning, 
outlined in the Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework, been addressed in state ELGs? 
4. To what extent have dimensions of music learning, outlined in the NAEYC All-
Criteria Document, been addressed in state ELGs? 
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5. What dimensions of music learning that were not included in The National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head 
Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework, and the NAEYC All-
Criteria Document have been addressed in ELGs?  
Defining variables (Item 2 in Figure 2). A variable is a definable and 
measurable concept—anything that can be conceptualized by human beings—that holds 
different values for different individual cases; variables in a content analysis must reside 
in the message (Neuendorf, 2002). Variables will be identified through an emergent 
process via immersion in the documents. In an emergent process,  
the researcher immerses him or herself in the world of the message pool and 
conducts a qualitative scrutiny of a representative subset of the content to be 
examined. In this way, variables emerge from the message pool, and the 
investigator is well grounded in the reality of the messages. (p. 103) 
 
To familiarize myself with the texts, I initially immersed myself in the National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten and the Texas Prekindergarten Guidelines, identifying 
keywords and frequently-linked terms from which I developed a preliminary dictionary 
of terms and keywords in context. For example, querying with the term “music” returns 
messages in which “music” is linked to “movement,” “tempo,” “rhythm,” and other 
terms. When the linked items are queried using a Boolean search, (e.g., “music AND 
movement”) the results of the search reveal additional linkages. For example, the terms 
“music AND movement” appeared in context with the term “expression.” After 
establishing familiarity with the message pool, I proceeded in a similar fashion with the 
content analysis of the textual content, specifically keywords in context, contained in 
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state ELGs and The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework, and NAEYC All-Criteria Document.  
Units of data collection (Item 3 in Figure 2). Neuendorf defined a unit as an 
identifiable message or message component (a) which serve as the basis for identifying 
the population and drawing a sample, (b) on which variables are measured, or (c) which 
serves as the basis for reporting analyses. (2002, p. 71).In this study, the word is the 
smallest unit of data collection for which reliable coding for variables could be made. 
Keywords, both nouns used to describe musical elements and verbs used to describe 
musical behaviors found in standards documents, were used as text search terms for the 
analysis. Because standards containing the same idea may use different vocabulary, 
searches of keywords and their synonyms were first conducted in combinations and then 
individually. For example, within the content standard “Singing and Playing 
Instruments,” Achievement standard 1b reads: “sing a variety of simple songs in various 
keys, meters, and genres, alone and with a group, becoming increasingly accurate in 
rhythm and pitch” (Music Educators National Conference, 1994b, p. 11). To determine 
whether the standard appears in a state ELG, a keyword search would begin with the 
word “sing,” followed by searches for word clusters, e.g., “sing AND songs, ” “sing 
AND pitch AND accuracy,” “sing AND in tune, “ “sing AND meter,” etc. Searches were 
conducted with numerous combinations of keywords to ensure the essence of the 
standards could be found, even when there was variation in the language used to describe 
the content.  
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Coding schemes (Items 4a and 4b in Figure 2). In preparation for human 
coding, a codebook was constructed using the exact language utilized in The National 
Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Development and Early 
Learning Framework, and NAEYC All-Criteria Document music standards. A coding 
chart was devised, which can be found in Appendix A. Similarly, to facilitate computer 
coding, a custom dictionary was generated in Word Stat based on frequencies of terms 
related to musical environments and found in the standards noted above. 
Relevant texts and sampling (Item 5 in Figure 2). ELGs are generally available 
online through state Departments of Education or state Offices of Early Childhood 
websites; however, more current revisions of the documents may have been written but 
not yet published to websites. To insure that the most current version of the documents 
were included in the analysis, I contacted each state’s department by phone to verify that 
the documents posted online were the most current versions available and to request a 
copy of the most current document, if necessary (see Appendix B). 
Other documents that were included in this study were downloaded from the 
internet. These included the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning 
Framework (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2010) and the National 
Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) All-Criteria Document 
(National Association for the Education of Young Children, 2010). 
I analyzed a total of 51 ELGs representing 50 states and the District of Columbia. 
When a body of texts includes all of its kind, called a census, no further sampling is 
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necessary (Krippendorff, 2004, p. 120). The list of documents can be found in Appendix 
B.  
Piloting and reliability (Item 6 in Figure 2). Computer content analysis 
software is reliable; it will return the same results each time keyword searches are 
conducted (Krippendorff, 2004). The assessment of the text searches, however, requires 
humans to judge the relevance of the retrieved texts (Krippendorff, 2004). For that 
reason, it was necessary to develop a process by which I could establish reliability 
between human and computer coding. Through the process, the computer dictionary and 
codebooks were refined, informed by human coding; for example, words with multiple 
meanings were clarified, and synonyms were identified. In addition, computer coding 
served as a corrective measure, revealing human omissions. Coding procedures were 
piloted on a single state’s (Texas) ELG to test the reliability of the coding schemes. I 
examined the document numerous times, using the following protocol: 
1. I manually coded keywords from the National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten and documented themes that emerged from keyword 
combinations. 
2. I manually coded keywords from the Head Start Child Development and 
Early Learning Framework and documented themes that emerged from 
keyword combinations. 
3. I manually coded keywords from the NAEYC All-Criteria Document and 
documented themes that emerged from keyword combinations. 
4. I manually coded music references that had not previously coded in steps 1–3 
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and documented themes that emerged from keyword combinations. 
5. I noted overlaps in the coding. 
6. I repeated the process from the beginning, making corrections as needed. 
7. Following the order of analysis used in steps 1–4, I searched the Texas 
Prekindergarten Guidelines using the QDA Miner 4 keyword retrieval tool 
and then coded items using the coding retrieval and code co-occurrences tools.  
With each reading of the documents, I refined the codebook and dictionary. When 
there was agreement between human and computer coding, piloting was complete. 
Coding (Items 7a and 7b in Figure 2). As noted by Scott-Little et al. (2005) the 
nomenclature for areas identifying what knowledge and behaviors children should 
experience in quality environments for children ages 3–5 varies from state to state. States 
utilize the terms domains, standards, foundations, strands, learning areas, content areas, 
learning guidelines, competencies and objectives, curriculum areas, concept areas, and 
areas of development when referencing children’s knowledge and behaviors; a term (e.g., 
domain) may be utilized by several states but not share the same meaning. Organization 
within domains varies as well; while most utilize a hierarchical arrangement, the number 
of levels, or sub-categories, varies, ranging from two to four levels. In some ELGs, major 
categories designate a general area of learning (e.g., music); the subsequent sub-
categories describe the music behaviors, activities, skills, etc. in which the children will 
engage. In other ELGs, the major category contains the description of behaviors. As in 
the Scott-Little (2005) study, items that most specifically described the expectation for 
learning were coded regardless of their position in the hierarchical arrangement. I utilized 
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contextual information intended to illustrate the standards, such as items designated as 
examples or suggested teaching strategies, in determining which items should be coded. 
Hierarchical organization of ELGs by state can be found in Appendix E.   
Documenting what music experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills had been 
included in ELGs was paramount in the coding process, regardless of the domains in 
which they were categorized. For example, “children will respond to music through 
movement” is a dimension of music learning whether it appears in a Fine Arts domain or 
a Physical Development domain. In addition to coding dimensions of music learning 
reflected in The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework, or NAEYC All-Criteria Document, I noted 
dimensions of music learning that were not contained in the national documents.  
To guide the coding process, I adapted the analytical framework established by 
Scott-Little et al. (2005), which views standards in two dimensions: breadth and depth. 
Scott-Little et al. (2005) postulated that “BREADTH + DEPTH = QUALITY 
STANDARDS” (p. 14). Dimensions of learning in The National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten are labeled as Content Standards (“Singing and Playing Instruments,” 
“Creating Music,” “Responding to Music,” and “Understanding Music”). They are 
referred to as “Topics” in the NAEYC All-Criteria Document and as “Domain Elements” 
in the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework. Scott-Little et al. 
(2005) defined breadth in two dimensions: 
1) Absolute Breadth: Whether the state included one or more guidelines relative 
to each of the dimensions of music learning. 
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2) Relative Emphasis within Breadth: The relative degree of emphasis across the 
four dimensions of music learning. 
I modified these definitions for the purposes of this study. The National Music Standards 
for Prekindergarten refer to dimensions of learning as Content Standards.  Absolute 
Breadth data indicate whether ELGs have addressed any of the Content Standards. 
Relative Breadth refers to the extent to which specific Content Standards were 
emphasized in ELGs.  
In The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, indicators are labeled as 
Achievement Standards. The Head Start Child Development and Early Learning 
Framework is also written in a two-dimensional framework; the NAEYC All-Criteria 
Document contains no indicators of depth. Scott-Little et al. (2005) have also 
conceptualized depth in two ways: 
1) Absolute Depth: The degree to which the guidelines addressed each of the 
Achievement Standards within a specific content standard. 
2) Relative Emphasis within Depth: The relative degree to which guidelines 
addressed each of the Achievement Standards within a content standard. 
In this study, Absolute Depth data indicate whether ELGs have addressed any of the 
Achievements Standards. Relative Depth data reflect the extent to which specific 
Achievement Standards were addressed in ELGs. 
Figures 3, 4, and 5 depict the breadth and depth structures of The National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Development and Early Learning 
Framework, and NAEYC All-Criteria Document. 
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◄BREADTH► 
 
 Use of the voice and 
instruments to create sounds 
Use of the body to move to 
music and express oneself 
▲ 
D 
E 
P 
T 
H 
▼ 
Participates in music activities, 
such as listening, singing, or 
performing 
Expresses what is felt and heard in 
various musical tempos and styles 
Experiments with musical 
instruments 
Moves to different patterns of beat 
and rhythm in music 
 Uses creative movement to 
express concepts, ideas, or 
feelings 
Figure 4. Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework Dimensions of 
Music Learning 
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◄BREADTH► 
 
Children are provided 
varied opportunities to 
gain appreciation of art, 
music, drama, and dance 
(in ways that reflect 
cultural diversity). 
Children are provided 
opportunities to learn 
new concepts and 
vocabulary related to 
music. 
Children are provided many 
and varied opportunities and 
materials to express 
themselves creatively through 
music, drama, dance, and two- 
and three-dimensional art. 
Figure 5. NAEYC All-Criteria Document Dimensions of Music Learning 
 
Both human coding and computer coding via QDA Miner 4 and Word Stat 
facilitated the document analysis. I conducted the coding process in two steps. In the first 
phase, I analyzed content of the music standards. Supplemental material included in the 
majority of state ELGs, covering the purposes, guiding principles, and intended uses of 
the guidelines, resources, and references were coded in the second phase of the analysis. 
These texts provide contextual information that facilitates understanding of why 
particular standards were selected for inclusion in ELGs. The two phases comprised 
separate projects in QDA Miner 4 but shared common codebooks and dictionaries.  
During each phase, human coding was performed first, followed by computer 
coding. I followed the same analysis protocol as I used in the pilot. 
Human coding. The broad categories, or content standards, of The National 
Music Standards for Prekindergarten were utilized as the starting point for the human 
coding process. I read each of the music standards looking for keywords from each of the 
content standards: “Singing and playing instruments,” “Creating music,” “Responding to 
music,” and “Understanding music.” Items were read in context because formatting of 
standards and terminology differ across the states. For example, “making music” might 
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represent playing instruments or creating music; the context in which the term was 
utilized determined how to properly assign a code. Items determined to accurately 
represent one of the content standards were coded.   
Following the same process, I re-examined each ELG for content contained in the 
achievement standards, subcategories of the content standards that described specific 
musical behaviors and coded the results. I subsequently examined the documents using 
keywords from the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework and 
NAEYC All-Criteria Document (see Figure 4). I made a final examination of the 
documents to code music references that had not been previously coded.  
Following manual coding of the ELGs, I examined the supplemental material 
included in some state ELGs to extract information regarding the purposes, guiding 
principles, and intended uses of the guidelines to facilitate a better understanding of why 
particular standards were selected for inclusion in ELGs.  
Computer coding. Once I completed the human coding process, I used QDA 
Miner 4 and Word Stat to conduct keyword searches. Following the order of analysis 
used in human coding, I searched the ELGs using the QDA Miner 4 keyword retrieval 
tool and coded items using the coding retrieval and code co-occurrences tools. Each 
keyword search generated a list of matches, to which I assigned codes. The computer 
generated lists provided the basis for reliability checking against human coding.  
Reliability checking (Item 8 in Figure 2). To maintain reliability and to ensure 
that there were no omissions in coding, following the coding of each data collection unit, 
I compared the results of computer and human coding. A feature built into the design of 
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QDA Miner, “code similarity analysis,” identifies text segments similar to those that have 
already been coded, increasing coding reliability. Because the computer program does 
not have to deal with coder fatigue and human bias, and because the computer program 
will return the same results each time when the same keywords are utilized, computer 
coding is more reliable than human coding. Computer coding may return results that will 
require elimination because computer programs do not discriminate between words with 
multiple meanings. When discrepancies were noted, the documents in question were 
reviewed and corrections were made if necessary. 
Tabulation and reporting (Item 9 in Figure 2). Following coding and final 
checks for reliability, I calculated descriptive statistics from the coding results. Because 
this was a census study, generalizability was not an issue. I constructed frequency tables 
and calculated mean, standard deviation, and range to describe the extent to which any of 
the keywords and phrases was represented in the ELG documents. Calculations are 
presented in tables demonstrating the breadth and depth of coverage of the National 
Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Development and Early 
Learning Framework, and NAEYC All-Criteria Document music indicators in state 
ELGs.  
Phase 2 
Using supplemental materials contained in some state ELGs as the relevant texts, 
I followed the protocol utilized in Phase 1 (see Figure 2). 
89 
	  
 
 
Phase 3 
ELGs are the output of states’ interpretation of policy (Paudel, 2009). 
Supplemental materials may provide insight into development committees’ perspectives 
on policy by revealing information about guiding principles, mission statements, and 
intended uses of the guidelines. In Phase 3, I engaged in an exploratory study to identify 
relationships between the music content of ELGs and the content of the supplemental 
materials. I used the conceptual framework to reexamine the research questions and 
determine how states’ implementation processes influenced the content of Early Learning 
Guidelines.  
Summary 
This method of analysis allowed me to determine if there is a nexus between state 
ELGs and the national standards and guidelines of the Head Start Outcomes 
Framework/Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework, NAEYC All-
Criteria Document, and The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten. The 3-phase 
analysis yielded a multi-layered view of state ELGs that clarified the relationships, if any, 
between ELGs and the national standards and guidelines and indicated the extent to 
which their music content was included in ELGs. In addition, it evinced the ways in 
which states have balanced the two Good Start, Grow Smart directives in ELGs: describe 
what children should know and be able to do prior to kindergarten entry (policy) and 
utilize best practices in teaching and learning (developmentally appropriate practice).  
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Chapter 4: Findings 
Through the Good Start, Grow Smart Initiative (The White House, 2002), in order 
to “strengthen early learning for young children,” states were asked to develop voluntary 
early reading and pre-mathematics guidelines aligned with state K–12 standards (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2006). At the time of this study, all 50 states and the District of 
Columbia had developed documents for use with public state funded programs for 
children ages 3–5. The resulting 51 ELGs comprised the population of this study. 
Because the Good Start, Grow Smart initiative spurred the development of guidelines for 
children ages 3–5, I refer to the entire body of documents as ELGs regardless of title; 
however, only 15 states have titled their documents officially as Early Learning 
Guidelines. More than half of the ELGs have been titled as standards (n = 30), with the 
remainder (n = 6) given alternate titles, such as framework, foundations, or building 
blocks. When discussing specific documents, I refer to them by their designated titles. 
The list of documents can be found in Appendix B.  
Data presented in this chapter are organized in six sections. The sections include 
data obtained from supplementary material contained in ELGs and findings specific to 
each of the five research questions queried in my study. 
Supplemental Information  
Many Early Learning Guidelines (ELGs) contain supplemental information that 
provides insight into states’ purposes, goals, mission statements, background, and 
processes employed in the development of the documents, aiding in the understanding of 
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why specific domains and indicators were included. In the following section, I discuss 
each of those areas. 
Stated Purposes and Document Types 
I thoroughly examined the supplemental information, specifically examining the 
organization of the ELGs, their intended purposes, and linkages with national standards 
and guidelines. Each state’s front matter was reviewed and coded. The findings indicated 
that the majority of states utilized ELGs for multiple purposes, with best or 
developmentally appropriate practice, readiness for school/entry into school/kindergarten, 
curriculum development, and informing practice among the most commonly cited 
purposes. Missouri Early Learning Standards and Tennessee Early Childhood 
Developmental Standards did not incorporate introductory and/or explanatory material 
into their guidelines. Table 1 presents a summary of states’ uses for ELGs.  
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Table 1 
ELG Uses Summary 
 ELGs 
Uses n % 
Best practices/research based 45 88.23 
Readiness/Prepare for entry to kindergarten 44 86.27 
Curriculum development 36 70.59 
Inform practice/instruction 36 70.59 
Guide assessment 23 45.10 
Describe developmental milestones 17 33.33 
Creating high-quality learning environments 16 31.37 
Resource for families 14 27.45 
Unified vision/continuity of care 13 25.49 
Resource for community/policy-makers 12 23.53 
Establish a common language 12 23.53 
Framework for administrators 7 13.73 
Materials selection 6 11.76 
The front matter in most ELGs contained a statement describing the purpose for 
the document. The nomenclature utilized in the purpose statements often illuminates the 
ways in which education for children ages 3–5 has been conceptualized by the ELG 
design committees. The term standards refers to written descriptions of what students are 
expected to know and be able to do at a specific stage of their education (Great Schools 
Partnership, 2013). In contrast, the term guidelines refers to statements that describe 
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specific recommendations for best or appropriate practices (Bredekamp, 1987). I 
examined each purpose statement and coded each as a standard or guideline. Three 
ELGs—Missouri Early Learning Standards, Tennessee Early Learning Standards, and 
Washington, D.C. Early Learning Standards—did not contain supplemental material. 
Almost half of ELG purpose statements (n = 24) contained the nomenclature of 
guidelines; slightly fewer (n = 20) contained the nomenclature of standards. The purpose 
statements of four ELGs were ambiguous, combining the nomenclature of both standards 
and guidelines. For example, the purpose of the South Carolina Early Learning 
Standards is “to support the readiness of young children through nurturing early care and 
education environments and developmentally appropriate practices” (Good Start Grow 
Smart Collaborative Partnership, 2008, p. 5), which is the type of statement consistent 
with language reflective of guidelines. It also states “the standards describe expected 
child development outcomes,” the type of statement reflective of standards (Good Start 
Grow Smart Collaborative Partnership, 2008, p. 11). When I compared the titles of the 
documents to their stated purposes, I found that some documents entitled as standards 
contained purpose statements reflective of guidelines, while documents entitled as 
guidelines contained purpose statements reflective of standards. Results are presented in 
Table 2. See Appendices C and D for specific state information. 
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Committee Composition  
The composition of the groups that developed ELGs varied across the states. State 
Boards of Education produced ELGs in three states. State Boards of Education are  
intended to serve as an unbiased broker for education decision-making, focusing 
on the big picture, articulating the long-term vision and needs of public education 
and making policy based on the best interests of the public and the young people 
of America. ("National Association of State Boards of Education," 2013, p. 1)  
 
In most states, the governor appoints the board, but in six states the board is 
elected by partisan ballot. Chief state officers may be appointed by the governor, by the 
school board, or elected by partisan or nonpartisan ballots ("National Association of State 
Boards of Education," 2013). State Boards of Education provide oversight to state 
Departments of Education, which are charged with providing educational leadership and 
carrying out regulatory and operational duties. In 11 states, ELGs were developed 
exclusively by state Departments of Education; in 18 states, Departments of Education 
collaborated with other agencies or bodies in the development of ELGs. The departments 
most frequently involved in collaboration with Departments of Education were 
Departments of Human Services, Departments of Children, Youth, and Families, and 
Departments of Public Welfare. In five states, Departments of Social Services exclusively 
developed ELGs. Three states assembled special task forces to formulate the ELGs.  
Standards and guidelines developed when Departments of Education served as the lead 
oversight organization were generally more skill-specific than standards and guidelines 
developed when Departments of Human Services served as the lead oversight 
organization (Neuman & Roskos, 2005).  
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In several instances, identical language was utilized to describe music 
experiences, behaviors, activities, or skills in more than one state. When I examined the 
composition of ELG committees, I found that states that employed the same consultants 
or were geographically close were likely to use identical language.  
Resources and References 
Some ELGs contained bibliographies listed references utilized in the formulation 
of the documents.  Of those ELGs that included bibliographies, the majority (n = 38) 
cited the NAEYC Joint Position Statement on Early Learning Standards, which described 
four essential features of successful early learning standards,4 as a guide for the ELG 
development committee or included the Joint Position Statement as a bibliographic 
resource (National Association for the Education of Young Children, 2002). Other 
NAEYC publications were also referenced in ELGs, covering topics of developmentally 
appropriate practice (n = 9), reading and writing (n = 14), math (n = 14), curriculum, 
assessment, and programming (n = 9), and social skills (n = 5). NAEYC consultants 
participated in ELG committees in four states. 
In addition to referencing NAEYC publications, states also utilized Head Start 
guidelines and publications in ELG development. Head Start Child Outcomes 
Framework informed ELG formulation in 23 states; the majority of those states (n = 19) 
cross-referenced Head Start standards in their ELGs. The state of Oregon has adopted the 
Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework as its ELGs. 
                                                
4 In the Joint Position Statement on Early Learning Standards, NAEYC refers to the documents 
developed as a result of the Good Start, Grow Smart initiative as standards. 
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Publications of the National Association for Music Education were seldom cited 
as bibliographic resources for state ELGs. The National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten were specifically referenced as resources for the Florida Early Learning 
and Development Standards, Michigan Early Childhood Standards of Quality, Nevada 
PreK Standards, and New Jersey Preschool Teaching and Learning Standards.   
Some states referenced the ELGs of other states during the ELG development 
process. Twenty-two states cited other states’ ELGs, ranging from one citation (Alaska, 
Alabama, Illinois, Indiana, and Washington) to 21 citations (Hawaii). ELGs cited were 
often geographically proximate to the citing state. States which shared consultants often 
referenced other ELGs in whose development the consultants had participated.  
Document Organization and Nomenclature 
As noted by Scott-Little et al. (2005), the nomenclature for areas identifying what 
knowledge and behaviors children should acquire prior to their entry into kindergarten 
varied from state to state. States utilize the terms domains, standards, foundations, 
strands, learning areas, content areas, learning guidelines, competencies and objectives, 
curriculum areas, concept areas, and areas of development when referencing children’s 
knowledge and behaviors; to simplify presentation of the data, all will be referenced as 
domains. To illustrate variation in states’ presentation of ELGs, however, examples will 
utilize terminology particular to each state. Organization within domains varies as well; 
while most utilize a hierarchical arrangement, the number of levels or sub-categories 
ranges from two to four levels. See Appendix E for ELG organization by individual state. 
For example, Texas Prekindergarten Guidelines contained a Fine Arts domain, under 
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which three subcategories were located: Art Skills, Music Skills, and Dramatic Skills. 
Each subcategory contained expectations for children, referenced as “End of 
Prekindergarten Year Outcomes.” Two outcomes were articulated for music: (a) Child 
participates in classroom music activities, and (b) Child responds to different musical 
styles through movement and play.  
In contrast, Colorado Building Blocks addressed music through  a Creativity 
domain; within the domain were  four categories of knowledge and skills entitled 
“Learning Goals and Definitions” Creativity Learning Goals and Definitions were as 
follows:  
1. Play. Children engage in play as a means of self-expression and creativity. 
2. Creative Expression. Children engage in individual or group activities that 
represent real-life experiences, ideas, knowledge, feelings, and fantasy.  
3. Tools. Children use a variety of tools and art media to creatively express their 
ideas. 
4. Appreciation of the Arts. Children express interest in and begin to build a 
knowledge base in the arts. 
“Expectations,” examples of behaviors that demonstrate competence, were listed within 
these areas; one music-specific standard appeared within the “Play” Learning Goal and 
two appeared in the “Creative Expression” Learning Goal. The remaining Learning Goals 
addressed the arts generically.  
Only one state, Indiana, designated music as an independent domain. A majority 
of states designated music as a sub-category within broader domains; it appeared most 
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frequently as a sub-category (n = 25) or tertiary category (n = 16). Examination of the 
domain titles revealed three clusters in which the majority of domains appeared: 
Creativity, Fine Arts, and Cognition. Fine Arts and Cognitions clusters tended to include 
music standards within the domain. The most frequently utilized domain heading was 
“Creative Arts” (n = 11). In the Creativity-Domains, music was most often listed as a 
sub-domain (n = 17) and less frequently as a tertiary domain (n = 8). Within the Fine Arts 
cluster, music appeared as a sub-domain in eight states and as a tertiary domain in two 
states. Music standards can also be found in Cognitive domains as sub-domains (n = 1) 
and tertiary domains (n = 4). Washington State’s music standards were located within the 
Arts sub-domain of the cognitive “Learning about My World” domain. The standards 
contained a mixture of student behaviors and experiences, including dance, music, drama, 
painting, self-expression, and expression of feelings. Wisconsin Model Early Learning 
Standards included music a tertiary domain within the “Approaches to Learning” 
domain, one of the NEGP five dimensions of readiness.  
Music was most frequently categorized within Creativity domains (n = 26). 
Creativity domains vary widely and do not consistently include specific music standards, 
as evidenced in the Idaho Early Learning Guidelines and Vermont Early Learning 
Standards. In both states, “creative arts” are referenced as a broad subject area. For 
example, the Idaho standards indicators stipulate that “children use creative arts to 
express and represent what they know, think, believe, or feel,” and “demonstrate 
understanding and appreciation of creative arts.” In contrast, the remaining ELGs in 
which music was specified in a creativity domain (n = 24) contained a wide array of 
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standards related to singing, playing instruments, responding to music, participating in 
musical activities, music appreciation, and self-expression. The same array of standards 
was present in ELGs that included music as part of Fine Arts domains (n = 9) or 
Cognition domains (n = 6). I analyzed music experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills 
for their content, irrespective of the domains in which they appeared or their level in the 
ELG hierarchy. 
References to music in ELGs were not always directly linked with a Fine Arts, 
Creativity, or Cognition domain. Ohio Early Learning Content Standards and South 
Carolina Early Learning Standards contained no music standards. Alabama Early 
Learning Guidelines, California Preschool Learning Foundations, Mississippi Early 
Learning Guidelines for Four Year Old Children, Missouri Early Learning Standards, 
and Virginia Comprehensive Standards for Four Year Olds contained no music 
standards; however, they briefly addressed music within Physical and Motor 
Development and Language and Literacy domains. See Appendix C for a complete 
listing of domain headings and categories.  
  
Research Question #1 
 To what extent have the four dimensions of music learning, as detailed in The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, been addressed in State Early 
Learning Guidelines (ELGs)? 
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Absolute Breadth 
 Absolute breadth refers to whether the four dimensions of music learning 
designated in The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten have been addressed 
within ELGs. The dimensions are entitled “Content Standards” and will be referenced as 
such throughout the findings. To determine absolute breadth, I examined the music 
experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills addressed within each state and recorded 
whether there was at least one indicator for each Content Standard.   
The majority of ELGs (n = 47) addressed at least one Content Standard. 
Seventeen ELGs addressed exactly two Content Standards, and 10 ELGs addressed three 
Content Standards.  Seven ELGs covered all four Content Standards. A single Content 
Standard was addressed in thirteen ELGs. The mean coverage of Content Standards was 
2.06, and the mode was 2.  
Four ELGs did not cover any Content Standards. Idaho Early Learning 
Guidelines included creative arts but described experiences for children ages 3–5 in 
broader, more generalized terms than the National Music Content Standards. Idaho Early 
Learning Guidelines contain two creative arts indicators: 1) Children will use creative 
arts to express what they know, think, feel, or believe, and 2) Children will demonstrate 
an understanding of creative arts. The indicators do not specify which creative arts should 
be addressed. This provides preschool teachers with the latitude to choose the creative 
arts experiences they include in the learning environments for children ages 3–5. Because 
music is not specifically mentioned, it is possible that some teachers, especially those 
uncomfortable with their musical abilities, might not include music opportunities for the 
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children. The other three ELGs—Missouri Early Learning Standards, Ohio Early 
Learning Content Standards, and South Carolina Early Learning Standards—did not 
include any music standards.   
One ELG, Indiana Foundations to the Academic Standards, designed ELGs with 
a dedicated Music domain. The domain consists of three foundations: Music 
Appreciation, Participation/Exploration/Production, and Analysis. The music 
experiences, behaviors, activities, skills within the Foundations reflect all four National 
Music Standards for Prekindergarten Content Standards. In addition to including all 
Content Standards, the Indiana music domain addressed music as a vehicle for 
communication and social/emotional concerns.  
Relative Breadth  
Relative breadth data indicate the extent to which specific Content Standards have 
been emphasized in ELGs. The Content Standard most often addressed in ELGs was 
“Singing and Playing Instruments” (n = 45)5. The Content Standard “Responding to 
Music” was also well represented in ELGs (n = 38). Fewer states addressed “Creating 
Music” (n = 14) and “Understanding Music” (n = 17).  
Results are presented in Table 3. State-specific findings are presented in 
Appendix G. 
  
                                                
5 “Singing and Playing Instruments” is a compound category. ELGs that contained singing or 
playing instruments were marked as addressing the Content Standard. 
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Table 3 
Relative Breadth: Number and Percentage of ELGs Addressing Content Standards 
 
Summary 
Forty-seven ELGs addressed at least one Content Standard of The National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten. Of those documents, 45 addressed “Singing and Playing 
Instruments” and 38 addressed “Responding to Music.” The data indicate that the 
Content Standard receiving the greatest emphasis in ELGs was “Singing and Playing 
Instruments.” 
Research Question #2  
To what extent have specific indicators of children’s music learning within 
each of the dimensions of The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten been 
addressed in state ELGs?  
Absolute Depth  
The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten contain a total of 14 
Achievement Standards that detail specific music expectations for children ages 3–5 
within the broader Content Standards.  The “Singing and Playing Instruments” Content 
Content Standards 
(N = 51) 
Singing and 
Playing 
Instruments 
Creating 
Music 
Responding to 
Music 
Understanding 
Music 
n 45 14 38 17 
% 88.23 27.45 74.50 33.33 
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Standard and the “Creating Music” Content Standard each contained four Achievement 
Standards; “Responding to Music” and “Understanding Music” Content Standards each 
contained three Achievement Standards. To determine absolute depth, I divided the 
number of Achievement Standards addressed by each state by 14, the total number of 
Achievement Standards.  The data indicated that Achievement Standards were not well 
represented in ELGs. Twenty-one ELGs addressed no Achievement Standards. Seven 
ELGs addressed one Achievement Standard (7.14%); nine addressed two (14.29%); four 
addressed three (21.43%); three addressed four (21.43%); three addressed five (28.57%); 
and one addressed six Achievement Standards (42.86%). The greatest number of 
Achievement Standards addressed in an ELG was 11 (78.57%) by the Maryland Model 
for School Readiness. All content standards and indicators in the Maryland Model for 
School Readiness are presented as precise behavioral objectives. Each content standard is 
quite dense; for example, there are 35 Language and Literacy indicators and 27 Science 
indicators. It is not surprising that the music content standards and indicators are equally 
prescriptive and dense.  Findings are presented in Figure 6. 
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Relative Depth  
In the following section, I examine relative depth, which is the degree of 
emphasis placed on individual Achievement Standards within each Content Standard. To 
determine relative depth, I divided the number of included Achievement Standards by the 
total number of Achievement Standards within each Content Standard. For example, the 
“Singing and Playing Instruments” Content Standard contained four Achievement 
Standards; Alabama Early Learning Guidelines contained an indicator that addressed one 
of the Achievement Standards within this Content Standard. The Alabama Early 
Learning Guidelines addressed 25% of the Achievement Standards in “Singing and 
Playing Instruments.” ELGs included Achievement Standards within the Content 
Standard “Responding to Music” more than Achievement Standards in all other Content 
Standards (n = 37). Two ELGs, the Arkansas Early Childhood Education Framework and 
Maryland Model for School Readiness, addressed all three Achievement Standards within 
“Responding to Music.” Seven ELGs addressed one Achievement Standard, and 10 
ELGs addressed two Achievement Standards. Data showing the occurrence of specific 
Achievement Standards in ELGs are presented in Tables 6 through 9. See Appendix H 
for state specific data. 
Achievement Standards within “Singing and Playing Instruments.” Content 
Standard 1, “Singing and Playing Instruments,” contains the following four Achievement 
Standards: 
1a = Children use their voices expressively as they speak, chant, and sing. 
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1b = Children sing a variety of simple songs in various keys, meters, and genres, 
alone and with a group, becoming increasingly accurate in rhythm and pitch. 
1c = Children experiment with a variety of instruments and other sound sources. 
1d = Children play simple melodies and accompaniments on instruments. (Music 
Educators National Conference, 1994b) 
Within the Content Standard “Singing and Playing Instruments,” the Achievement 
Standard that received the greatest emphasis was Standard 1c: Children experiment with 
a variety of instruments and other sound sources (23.53%). Twelve ELGs included that 
Achievement Standard, but only one ELG included the more skill-oriented 1d: Children 
play simple melodies and accompaniments on instruments. Standard 1b: Children sing a 
variety of simple songs in various keys, meters, and genres, alone and with a group, 
becoming increasingly accurate in rhythm and pitch was addressed in eight ELGs. 
Results are displayed in Table 4. See Appendix I for individual state data. 
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Table 4 
Number and Percentage of Specific Achievement Standards in “Singing and Playing 
Instruments” 
 
  
Achievement Standard ELGs (n) by 
indicator 
 Percentage of 
ELGs by indicator 
1a. Children will use their voices 
expressively as they speak, chant, and sing 
4 07.84 
1b. Children sing a variety of simple songs 
in various keys, meters, and genres, alone 
and with a group, becoming increasingly 
accurate in rhythm and pitch 
8 15.69 
1c. Children experiment with a variety of 
instruments and other sound sources 
12 23.53 
1d. Children play simple melodies and 
accompaniments on instruments 
1 01.96 
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Achievement Standards within “Creating Music.” The “Creating Music” 
Content Standard contains four Achievement Standards: 
2a = Children improvise songs to accompany their play activities. 
2b = Children improvise instrumental accompaniments to songs, recorded 
selections, stories, and poems. 
2c = Children create short pieces of music, using voices, instruments, and other 
sound sources. 
2d = Children invent and use original graphic or symbolic systems to represent 
vocal and instrumental sounds and musical ideas. (Music Educators National 
Conference, 1994b) 
Achievement Standards within “Creating Music” were seldom included in ELGs. 
The Achievement Standard with the highest percentage of occurrence (5.88%), Standard 
2a: Children improvise songs to accompany their play activities, was included in only 
three ELGs. The remaining Achievement Standards were addressed in two or fewer 
ELGs. Results are presented in Table 5. See Appendix J for individual state data. 
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Table 5 
Number and Percentage of Specific Achievement Standards in “Creating Music” 
Achievement Standard ELGs (n) 
by indicator  
Percentage of 
ELGs by 
indicator 
2a. Children improvise songs to accompany their 
play activities 
3 05.88 
2b. Children improvise instrumental 
accompaniments to songs, recorded selections, 
stories, and poems 
2 03.92 
2c. Children create short pieces of music, using 
voices, instruments, and other sound sources 
2 03.92 
2d. Children invent and use original graphic or 
symbolic systems to represent vocal and 
instrumental sounds and musical ideas 
1 01.96 
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Achievement Standards within “Responding to Music.” Achievement 
Standards from the “Responding to Music” Content Standard were included in state 
ELGs with greater frequency than Achievement Standards within other Content 
Standards. “Responding to Music” Achievement Standards are as follows: 
3a = Children identify the sources of a wide variety of sounds. 
3b = Children respond through movement to music of various tempos, meters, 
dynamics, modes, genres, and styles to express what they hear and feel in works 
of music. 
3c = Children participate freely in music activities. (Music Educators National 
Conference, 1994b) 
Although the “Singing and Playing Instruments” Content Standard was included 
in more ELGs than the other Content Standards, Achievement Standards within the 
“Responding to Music” Content Standard were addressed in more ELGs than all other 
Achievement Standards. Standard 3b: Children respond through movement to music of 
various tempos, meters, dynamics, modes, genres, styles, and periods from diverse 
cultures received the greatest emphasis of all Achievement Standards in any of the 
Content Standards areas (37.25%) with inclusion in 19 ELGs. Participating freely in 
music activities, Achievement Standard 3c, was addressed in 15 ELGs. In contrast, only 
three ELGs addressed Achievement Standard 3a: the identification of the sources of a 
wide variety of sounds. Results are displayed in Table 6. See Appendix K for individual 
state data. 
 
112 
	  
 
 
112 
Table 6 
Number and Percentage of Specific Achievement Standards within “Responding to 
Music” 
Achievement Standard ELGs (n) by indicator 
Percentage of ELGs by 
indicator 
3a. Children identify the sources of a 
wide variety of sounds 3 05.88 
3b. Children respond through 
movement to music of various tempos, 
meters, dynamics, modes, genres, 
styles, and periods from diverse 
cultures 
19 37.25 
3c. Children participate freely in music 
activities 15 29.41 
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Achievement Standards within “Understanding Music.” The “Understanding 
Music” Content Standard contains the following Achievement Standards: 
4a = Children use their own vocabulary and standard music vocabulary to 
describe voices, instruments, music notation, and music of various genres, styles, 
and periods from diverse cultures. 
4b = Children sing, play instruments, move, or verbalize to demonstrate 
awareness of the elements of music and changes in their usage. 
4c = Children demonstrate an awareness of music as a part of daily life. (Music 
Educators National Conference, 1994b) 
The Achievement Standard receiving the greatest emphasis within 
“Understanding Music” (21.57%) was 4a: Children use their own vocabulary and 
standard music vocabulary to describe voices, instruments, music notation, and music of 
various genres, styles, and periods from diverse cultures; it was included in 11 ELGs. The 
other two Achievement Standards, 4b: Children sing, play instruments, move, or 
verbalize to demonstrate awareness of the elements of music and changes in their usage 
and 4c: Children demonstrate an awareness of music as a part of daily life, were less 
frequently included in ELGs, being represented in three or fewer ELGs. Results are 
displayed in Table 7. See Appendix L for state specific data. 
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Table 7 
Number and Percentage of Specific Achievement Standards Addressed within 
“Understanding Music” 
 
Achievement Standard ELGs (n) by indicator 
Percentage of ELGs by 
indicator 
4a. Children use their own 
vocabulary and standard music 
vocabulary to describe voices, 
instruments, music notation, and 
music of various genres, styles, and 
periods from diverse cultures 
11 21.57 
4b. Children sing, play instruments, 
move, or verbalize to demonstrate 
awareness of the elements of music 
and changes in their usage 
 
3 05.88 
4c. Children demonstrate an 
awareness of music as a part of daily 
life 
 
2 03.92 
 
  
Research Question #3  
To what extent have dimensions and specific indicators of music learning, 
outlined in the Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head Start Child Development 
and Early Learning Framework, been addressed in state ELGs? 
  
Like The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, the Head Start Child 
Development and Learning Framework standards are presented in a multidimensional 
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format. The Framework contains two broad domains related to music: 1) the use of the 
voice and instruments to create sounds, and 2) the use of the body to move to music and 
express oneself. When examining the hierarchy of standards, the Head Start domains 
equate to Content Standards utilized in The National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten. Within the vocal domain are two indicators which constitute the depth 
of the standard: 1) participating in music activities, such as listening, singing, or 
performing, and 2) experimenting with musical instruments. The movement domain 
contains three indicators: 1) expressing what is felt and heard in various musical tempos 
and styles, and 2) moving to different patterns of beat and rhythm in music, and 3) using 
creative movement to express concepts, ideas, or feelings.  
Absolute Breadth  
Absolute breadth data indicate the extent to which domains have been addressed 
in ELGs. Forty-five ELGs included music content that reflected at least one Head Start 
Music Domain.  
Relative Breadth  
Relative breadth indicates the extent to which each of the domains has been 
emphasized in ELGs. Both domains were addressed in the majority of ELGs. Data is 
presented in Table 8.  
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Table 8 
Relative Breadth: Number and Percentage of ELGs Addressing Head Start Music 
Domains 
 ELGs 
Content Standard n % 
Use of the Voice and Instruments to Create Sounds 45 88 
Use of the Body to Move to Music and Express Oneself 39 76 
 
Analysis of Depth: Degree of Coverage within Head Start Music Domains 
The two music domains of the Head Start Child Development and Learning 
Framework each contain indicators of children’s music learning. The “Use of Voice and 
Instruments” domain contains two indicators; “Use of the Body to Move to Music and 
Express Oneself” contains three indicators.  The indicators are as follows: 
1a = Participates in music activities, such as listening, singing, or performing 
1b = Experiments with musical instruments 
2a = Expresses what is felt and heard in various musical tempos and styles 
2b = Moves to different patterns of beat and rhythm in music 
2c = Uses creative movement to express concepts, ideas, or feelings 
 Absolute depth. Forty-five ELGs included music content that contained at least 
one Head Start indicator. Nineteen ELGs contained two indicators and 15 ELGs 
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contained four indicators. Six ELGs did not contain any Head Start music indicators.  
Data is presented in Figure 7. See Appendix L for individual state data. 
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Relative depth. In this section, I report the findings of relative depth, the degree  
of emphasis placed on individual indicators within each Head Start music domain. To 
determine relative depth, I divided the number of included indicators by the total number 
of indicators within each domain. Relative depth data indicate which indicators have 
received the greatest emphasis in ELGs.  
The data in Table 9 suggest that the indicators within the “Use of the voice and 
instruments to create sounds” domain have been included in the majority of ELGs.  
Table 9 
Number and Percentage of Specific Indicators Addressed Within “Use of the Voice and 
Instruments to Create Sounds” 
Achievement Standard ELGs (n) by indicator 
Percentage of ELGs by 
indicator 
1a. Participates in music activities, 
such as listening, singing, or 
performing 
42 82.35 
1b. Experiments with musical 
instruments 
 
40 76.92 
 
EGLs have less frequently included indicators from the “Use of the body to move 
to music and express oneself” domain. Moving to different patterns of beat and rhythm in 
music has been addressed in the greatest number of ELGs (n = 21). Results are presented 
in Table 10. 
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Table 10 
Number and Percentage of Specific Indicators Addressed Within “Use of the Body to 
Move to Music and Express Oneself” 
Achievement Standard ELGs (n) by indicator 
Percentage of ELGs by 
indicator 
2a. Expresses what is felt and heard 
in various musical tempos and styles 18 35.19 
2b. Moves to different patterns of 
beat and rhythm in music 21 41.17 
2c. Uses creative movement to 
express concepts, ideas, or feelings 8 15.69 
 
Research Question #4  
To what extent have dimensions of music learning, outlined in the NAEYC 
All-Criteria Document, been addressed in state ELGs? 
Absolute Breadth 
The National Association for the Education of Young Children presents music 
standards in a one-dimensional format. Music topics in the NAEYC All-Criteria 
Document are quite broad, focusing on providing opportunities for children to engage in 
various musical learning areas. The domains are as follows: 
1 = Children are provided varied opportunities to gain appreciation of art, music, 
drama, and dance, in ways that reflect cultural diversity. 
120 
	  
 
 
120 
2 = Children are provided varied opportunities to learn new concepts and 
vocabulary related to art, music, drama, and dance. 
3 = Children are provided many and varied open-ended opportunities and 
materials to express themselves creatively through art, music, drama, and dance. 
The majority of state ELGs addressed at least one NAEYC domain (n = 45). Seven 
ELGs—Arizona Early Learning Standards, Colorado Building Blocks, Delaware Early 
Learning Foundations, Maryland Model for School Readiness, Massachusetts Guidelines 
for Preschool Learning Experiences, New Jersey Preschool Teaching and Learning 
Standards, and Rhode Island Early Learning Standards—included all three domains. 
Forty-five ELGs addressed music appreciation. The music appreciation domain includes 
language pertaining to cultural diversity. Cultural diversity was not directly mentioned in 
the guideline portions of all ELGs; however, if supplemental material included 
information about cultural diversity, the music appreciation domain was coded.  Domain 
1 was addressed in the greatest number of ELGs.  Four out of ten ELGs addressed 
Domains 2 and 3. Results are presented in Figure 8. See Appendix M for individual state 
data.  
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Relative Breadth  
Relative breadth indicates the extent to which each of the domains has been 
emphasized in ELGs. NAEYC Domain 1, “Opportunities to gain appreciation of music,” 
was addressed in over half of ELGs (n = 46). The other two domains were included in 
over half of the ELGs (n = 31 and 27, respectively). Results are presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11 
Number and Percentage of ELGs Addressing Specific NAEYC Domains     
Curriculum Content Area ELGs (n) by indicator 
Percentage of 
ELGs by indicator 
1. Children are provided varied opportunities 
to gain appreciation of art, music, drama, and 
dance, in ways that reflect cultural diversity. 
46 90.20 
 
 
2. Children are provided varied opportunities 
to learn new concepts and vocabulary related 
to art, music, drama, and dance. 
 
 
31 60.79 
3. Children are provided many and varied 
open-ended opportunities and materials to 
express themselves creatively through art, 
music, drama, and dance. 
 
27 52.94 
 
 
Research Question #5 
What dimensions of music learning that were not included in The National 
Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head 
Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework, and the NAEYC All-
Criteria Document have been addressed in ELGs?  
After examining the music content of ELGs in relation to The National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten and the music content of the Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework and NAEYC All-Criteria Document, it 
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became clear that states had included additional music content in ELGs.  Data obtained in 
response to Research Questions 1–4 resulted from examining each document in isolation. 
To determine the quantity and type of indicators states have addressed in ELGs that do 
not reflect any of the national standards and guidelines, it was necessary to examine the 
documents conjointly. Although the documents differed in the degree of their 
prescriptiveness, there were overlaps in their music content; consequently, some ELG 
indicators appeared in all three documents. I examined the documents in three phases, 
from most prescriptive to least prescriptive: Phase 1- National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten; Phase 2- Head Start Child Development and Early Learning 
Framework; and Phase 3- NAEYC All-Criteria Document. I counted indicators only 
once. For example, I coded “Singing and Playing Instruments” in National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten, even though it could have been coded in the other two 
national guidelines as well. I then examined the indicators that were not coded as 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten to determine if they were consistent with 
the music content of the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework 
(HSCDELF). Indicators that were not coded as HSCDELF items were analyzed to 
determine if they were consistent with the music content of the NAEYC All-Criteria 
Document. After completing this process, 46 additional indicators remained. 
There were a total of 307 music indicators in ELGs; almost one-third (37.46%) of 
those music indicators did not reflect the music content of The National Music Standards 
for Prekindergarten. After making this calculation, I re-examined the remaining 
indicators. I found that ELG indicators related to self-expression and expression of 
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feelings comprised the largest category of indicators (n = 35) that were not addressed by 
The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten. Examples of these standards include: 
“Uses music to express thoughts, feelings, and energy” (Alaska Early Learning 
Guidelines, Nebraska Early Learning Guidelines, Utah Early Childhood Standards); 
“Children show how they feel, what they think, and what they are learning through 
listening, participating in, and creating instrumental and vocal music experiences” 
(Michigan Early Childhood Standards of Quality); “Use imagination and creativity to 
express self through music and dance” (Pennsylvania Learning Standards for Early 
Childhood); “Use movement and a variety of musical styles to express feelings and to 
understand and interpret experiences” (Rhode Island Early Learning Standards).  
Some ELGs included standards in which music was used to facilitate children’s 
development of cultural awareness.  An example was “Identifying and appreciating a 
variety of cultures” (Pennsylvania Learning Standards for Early Childhood, Kentucky 
Early Childhood Standards, South Dakota Early Learning Guidelines). Several ELGs 
contained music standards that addressed state-specific cultural concerns; for example, 
“Listening to jazz” in Louisiana Standards for Programs Serving Four-Year-Old 
Children and “Developing appreciation for natural and cultural beauty for visual and 
performing arts” in Hawaii Preschool Content Standards. The Music Appreciation 
Domain within the NAEYC All-Criteria Document addresses cultural diversity.  
ELGs included a total of 52 indicators related to self-expression, expression of 
feelings, cultural awareness, and cultural diversity. An additional 17 indicators related to 
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vocabulary development reflected the music content of the NAEYC All-Criteria 
Document. 
Data are presented in Table 12. See Appendices N–O for individual state data.  
Table 12 
ELG Indicators Addressing National Standards and Guidelines (Combined) 
Total 
standards 
(n) 
National Music 
Standards Indicators 
Included in ELGs 
Head Start Indicators 
Included in ELGs 
NAEYC Indicators 
Included in ELGs 
 
n % n % n % 
307 192 62.54 52 16.94 17 05.54 
 
The remaining 46 indicators represented 14.98% of music indicators included in 
ELGs. They illustrated areas of music learning not reflected in national standards and 
guidelines and suggested other ways music might be utilized in learning environments for 
children ages 3–5.  
The following music experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills were cited in 
state ELGs as elements of quality learning environments: reading standard notation 
(Maryland Model for School Readiness), developing audience skills (Massachusetts 
Guidelines for Preschool Learning Experiences, New Jersey Preschool Teaching and 
Learning Standards), attending performances (New York State Prekindergarten Learning 
Standards), and engaging in electronic music (New York State Prekindergarten Learning 
Standards).  
ELGs often included indicators in which music was the vehicle for promoting 
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social and emotional development. Music was included in 10 ELGs as a vehicle for 
articulating preferences and opinions (Arizona Early Learning Standards, Colorado 
Building Blocks, Kansas Early Learning, Maryland Model for School Readiness, 
Minnesota Early Learning Standards, Nevada PreK Standards, New York State 
Prekindergarten Learning Standards, North Dakota Early Learning Guidelines, 
Pennsylvania Learning Standards for Early Childhood, Wisconsin Model Early Learning 
Standards).  Nine ELGs included music as a means of developing appreciation and 
respect for the work of others (Arizona Early Learning Standards, Colorado Building 
Blocks, Connecticut Preschool Framework, Minnesota Early Learning Standards, New 
Hampshire Early Learning Guidelines, North Carolina Early Learning Standards, North 
Dakota Early Learning Guidelines, and Rhode Island Early Learning Standards). Other 
areas states addressed through music were the ability to plan (Alaska Early Learning 
Guidelines), follow directions (Maryland Model for School Readiness), and develop 
persistence (Rhode Island Early Learning Standards). 
Some ELGs included music guidelines in which music facilitated other learning. 
The indicators included reinforcing learning in all curricular areas (Delaware Early 
Learning Foundations, North Carolina Early Learning Standards), applying concepts 
learned through music to non-musical activities (Indiana Foundations to the Academic 
Standards), memorizing words (Alaska Early Learning Guidelines, Oregon Early 
Childhood Foundations), incorporating music with other expressive arts (Colorado 
Building Blocks, Nevada PreK Standards, North Dakota Early Learning Guidelines, 
Rhode Island Early Learning Standards), and reinforcing physical development 
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(Nebraska Early Learning Guidelines, Nevada PreK Standards).  
The remaining indicators identified music as a means of accomplishing non-
musical tasks. Indiana Foundations to the Academic Standards included music as a 
classroom management aid to help children transition from desired to less-desired 
activities. Music was identified as a means of securing children’s attention to spark their 
curiosity in other activities in New Hampshire Early Learning Guidelines. Rhode Island 
Early Learning Standards included a music indicator regarding the selection of 
classroom materials in order to develop children’s decision-making abilities. 
Summary  
 Content analysis of state Early Learning Guidelines (ELGs) indicated that states 
have frequently included indicators for children ages 3–5 that encourage participation in a 
wide variety of music experiences, including singing, playing instruments, responding to 
music, and, to a lesser extent, creating and understanding music. In addition, ELGs often 
contained standards related to music appreciation, self-expression, creativity, and 
expression of feelings. Thirteen ELGs addressed all four dimensions of music learning 
(Content Standards) noted in The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, with an 
average of two Content Standards addressed per document. “Responding to Music” was 
the Content Standard most frequently addressed. Further analysis indicated that ELGs 
contained low percentages of Achievement Standards, specific skills within each Content 
Standard. 
Analysis of the supplemental material that accompanied many ELGs suggested 
that states are just as likely to utilize ELGs to specify skills and behaviors children should 
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acquire prior to entering kindergarten as they are to describe learning environments and 
opportunities for children ages 3–5. Nomenclature regarding standards and guidelines 
was used inconsistently across the states.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Recommendations 
Since 2002, states have been developing and revising documents intended to 
assist parents, teachers, and caregivers in creating high quality learning environments for 
children ages 3–5 (The White House, 2002). The original impetus for these ELGs was the 
George W. Bush administration’s Good Start, Grow Smart Initiative. Although the 
initiative targeted vocabulary development, pre-reading skills, and numeracy, many states 
took the opportunity to develop standards in other developmental and content areas as 
well. Because states maintain autonomous jurisdiction over educational policies, the 
structure, organization, and content of ELGs vary greatly. When researchers Scott-Little 
et al. (2005) conducted a thorough content analysis of state ELGs utilizing the National 
Education Goals Panel (NEGP) dimensions of school readiness as the basis of their 
analytical framework, they found wide variation in the breadth and depth of content 
contained within the ELGs. 
Music was not designated as an NEGP domain although music and other fine arts 
goals were coded and categorized within the following domains: “Physical well-being 
and motor development,” “Social and emotional development,” “Approaches toward 
learning,” “Language and communication,” and “Cognition and general knowledge”.  
The findings did not provide a clear picture of what music experiences, behaviors, 
activities, and skills the states have included as elements of quality learning environments 
for children ages 3–5 or the extent to which music is represented in state ELGs. 
Currently, three sets of national standards exist which address musical behaviors for 
young children: The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, the Head Start Child 
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Development and Early Learning Framework, and the National Association for the 
Education of Young Children All-Criteria Document.  
The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, a portion of the National 
Standards for Arts Education, published in 1994 by the Consortium of National Arts 
Education Associations, were written in anticipation of the 1994 Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act, which acknowledged the arts as core subjects. Goals 2000 established the 
NEGP into law and codified the work of the National Educational Goals Panel from 
1990–1994. The National Standards for Music Education committee, supported by the 
United States Department of Education, the National Endowment for the Arts, and the 
National Endowment for the Humanities, was charged with developing “a consensus 
among all interested parties regarding what students should know and be able to do in the 
arts as a result of instruction in grades K–12” (Music Educators National Conference, 
1994b, p. v). Development of the Prekindergarten standards followed the same 
development procedures, specifically addressing musical behaviors and activities 
appropriate for young children:  
…the importance of prekindergarten is recognized in the national education goal 
that calls for preparedness for school, and prekindergarten instruction in music is 
particularly important. The PreK standards were developed by the Music 
Educators National Conference in consultation with other individuals and 
organizations with extensive experience in early-childhood education. (Music 
Educators National Conference, 1994b, p. 2) 
The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten contain four major domain 
areas, called Content Standards, which identify broad subject matter (Music Educators 
National Conference, 1994b). Within the Content Standards are indicators, known as 
Achievement Standards, which “specify desired levels of attainment or state how students 
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will demonstrate their attainment of the desired level” (Music Educators National 
Conference, 1994b, p. 2). The Head Start Child Development and Early Learning 
Framework (HSCDELF) and National Association for the Education of Young Children 
All-Criteria Document also address music learning. Like The National Music Standards 
for Prekindergarten, the HSCDELF is written in a two-dimensional format containing 
domains and indicators. The NAEYC All-Criteria Document contains the most broadly 
written statements regarding music learning; it is presented in a single dimension, 
expressed in three domains.  
I conducted a content analysis of state ELGs to determine what musical 
experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills states have included in ELGs and to assess 
the extent to which dimensions and specific indicators of music learning contained in The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Development and Early 
Learning Framework, and NAEYC All-Criteria Document have been addressed in state 
ELGs. In addition, I examined music experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills that 
were addressed in ELGs but were not articulated in the national standards and guidelines 
documents.  
This chapter contains a summary of the study, discussion, and implications for 
music education. It concludes with recommendations for further research. 
Summary of the Study 
The purpose of my study was twofold: 1) to analyze state ELGs to determine what 
music experiences states have included as elements of high quality learning environments 
for children ages 3–5, and 2) to ascertain the extent to which ELG music content reflects 
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music content included in national standards and guidelines for children ages 3–5, 
namely The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, the Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework, and the National Association for the 
Education of Young Children All-Criteria Document. The following questions guided the 
investigation:  
1. To what extent have the four dimensions of music learning, as detailed in The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, been addressed in State Early 
Learning Guidelines (ELGs)?  
2. To what extent have specific indicators of children’s music learning within each 
of the dimensions of The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten been 
addressed in state ELGs?  
3. To what extent have dimensions and specific indicators of music learning, 
outlined in the Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework, been addressed in state ELGs? 
4. To what extent have dimensions of music learning, outlined in the NAEYC All-
Criteria Document, been addressed in state ELGs? 
5. What dimensions of music learning that were not included in The National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head 
Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework, and the NAEYC All-
Criteria Document have been addressed in ELGs?  
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Findings 
Research Question #1 
To what extent have the four dimensions of music learning, as detailed in The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, been addressed in State Early 
Learning Guidelines (ELGs)?   
Breadth. The findings of this study indicate that the majority of ELGs (75%) 
address the breadth of the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten by including at 
least two Content Standards in their documents. Data from this study revealed that 
coverage of the four National Music Content Standards is inconsistent across state ELGs. 
While seven ELGs did address all four areas, the documents varied markedly in their 
breadth of coverage of the standards, as demonstrated by the number of Content 
Standards addressed as well as the quantity of music standards included. For example, the 
quantity of music indicators contained in ELGs ranged from two in the Texas 
Prekindergarten Guidelines and New Mexico Early Learning Guidelines to 24 in the 
Maryland Model for School Readiness. I had expected that documents containing the 
larger number of standards would afford a greater opportunity to address all facets of the 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten; however, greater quantity did not 
translate into greater coverage. For example, Nebraska Early Learning Guidelines 
addressed all four Content Standards with only six total music standards; in contrast, 
Indiana Foundations to the Academic Standards addressed only two Content Standards 
with 20 total music standards. 
The coverage of “Singing and Playing Instruments” and “Responding to Music” 
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Content Standards substantially outweighed the coverage of “Creating Music” and 
“Understanding Music.” Indeed, the data indicated that states have prioritized music 
experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills that address “Singing and Playing 
Instruments” and “Responding to Music” as elements of high quality learning 
environments for children ages 3–5. The absence of guidelines that address creating 
music and understanding raises some concern regarding the appropriateness of the use 
those Content Standards in programs for children ages 3–5. Over the past several 
decades, the field of music education has experienced a transition in philosophy, from a 
music appreciation focus to a music-making (praxial) focus (Abrahams, 2005; Regelski, 
2006, 2008; Woodward, 2009). A praxial philosophy affords children ample opportunity 
to respond to music, but it places greater emphasis on making music. The greater 
emphasis on “Responding to Music” in ELGs could suggest that relics of the older 
philosophy continue to shape curricular decisions, that the transition did not actually 
occur in music classrooms, or that the Content Standards related to creating music and 
understanding music are not compatible with developmentally appropriate practice for 
children ages 3–5. This is an important matter for the music education field, as it calls 
attention to the gap that exists between philosophies of music education and classroom 
practice. This gap has been noted in many previous studies prior to and following the 
development of National Standards (Daniels, 1992; Golden, 1989; Nardo, 1996; Nardo et 
al., 2006; Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). The gap may indicate a rejection of a praxial 
philosophy of music education or a lack of awareness of a possible philosophical shift. It 
is probable that such gaps could be minimized through greater collaboration between 
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early childhood educators and music educators, by including music education experts in 
state ELG development committees, and/or by referring to current research on music 
learning and cognitive music development during ELG development and revision 
processes.  
Greater prevalence of “Responding to Music” guidelines may reflect a 
conceptualization that views early childhood as a developmental period that “extends 
well beyond the particular skills and abilities seen as important for children” (Scott-Little 
et al., 2006, p. 155). In this perspective, specific skills and abilities comprise only one 
factor within a larger context consisting of the totality of experiences in which children 
participate, including both home and school environments. Additionally, because of its 
observational nature, “Responding to Music” behaviors may be perceived as more readily 
accessible than the other standards areas, while music performance-related standards may 
be perceived as requiring specific musical knowledge in order to deliver effective 
instruction. Furthermore, it is important to remember that the contents of ELGs reflect the 
composition of the development committees, suggesting that more skills-specific Content 
Standards may or may not have been included in guidelines purposefully.  
Research Question #2 
To what extent have specific indicators of children’s music learning within 
each of the dimensions of The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten been 
addressed in state ELGs?  
Absolute depth. The introduction to The National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten advocates an exploratory approach to music in which music experiences 
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are child-initiated, child-directed, and teacher-supported: “the teacher’s role is to create a 
musically stimulating environment and then to facilitate children’s engagement with 
music material and activities” (Music Educators National Conference, 1994b). The four 
broad Content Standards contains several Achievement Standards that “specify desired 
levels of attainment or state how students will demonstrate their attainment of the desired 
level” (Music Educators National Conference, 1994b).  Most of the 14 Achievement 
Standards seem incongruent with an exploratory approach to music, as they detail 
specific music behaviors, although the Achievement Standards vary in their degree of 
specificity. Two broadly-worded Achievement Standards: 1c: experiment with a variety 
of instruments and sound sources, and 3c: participate freely in music activities are the 
exception. If states have adopted conceptualizations of childhood that extend beyond 
specific skills and abilities, it is not surprising that the majority of ELGs did not include 
Achievement Standards. Twenty-one ELGs address no Achievement Standards. Although 
“Singing and Playing Instruments” was the most addressed Content Standard, 
“Responding to Music” Achievement Standards were addressed in more ELGs (n = 26) 
than Achievement Standards within other Content Standards. The greatest number of 
addressed Achievement Standards was 11 out of 14 in the Maryland Model for School 
Readiness; most ELGs addressed only one or two Achievement Standards. The findings 
indicate that slightly more than  one-third (37.46%) of indicators contained in ELGs did 
not reflect the contents of the National Standards, suggesting that states have possibly 
considered other musical experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills as more appropriate 
indicators of music learning. Likewise, states may have utilized reference documents 
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other than the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten to inform the ELG music 
content. 
Full coverage of Achievement Standards in one Content Standard area was not an 
indication of full coverage in all Content Standard areas. For example, the Arkansas 
Early Childhood Education Framework addressed all Achievement Standards in a single 
Content Standard domain, “Responding to Music,” but covered none of the Achievement 
Standards within the “Creating Music” and “Understanding Music” areas, and only one 
out of four Achievement Standards within the “Singing and Playing Instruments” area. 
Achievement Standards were included in The National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten to “specify desired levels of attainment and/or state how students will 
demonstrate their attainment of the desired level”(Music Educators National Conference, 
1994a, p. 2).The absence of Achievement Standards in ELGs suggests that many states 
may have rejected developing guidelines that focus on specific skills and abilities.  
Relative depth. Although the Achievement Standards in The National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten specify desired levels of attainment, they vary in their 
degree of specificity. Based on the indicators that have been addressed in ELGs, it 
appears that states have favored more broadly-worded descriptions of music experiences, 
behaviors, activities, and skills. The “Singing and Playing Instruments” Content Standard 
was the most addressed Content Standard (n = 45); the majority of ELGs addressed no 
Achievement Standards in this area. The more broadly-worded Achievement Standards 
“Children experiment with a variety of instruments and other sound sources” and 
“Children sing a variety of simple songs in various keys, meters, and genres, alone and 
138 
	  
 
 
138 
with a group, becoming increasingly accurate in rhythm and pitch” received the greatest 
emphasis but were addressed in less than one-fourth (n = 12 and 8, respectively) of the 
ELGs.  The more prescriptive Achievement Standard “Play simple melodies and 
accompaniment on instruments” appeared in only one ELG.  Achievement Standards 
within “Responding to Music” Content Standard received the greatest amount of 
coverage in ELGs, with 19 ELGs addressing “responding to music through movement” 
and 15 ELGs addressing “participating freely in music activities.” Both of these standards 
can be perceived as more observational in nature than the majority of the other standards, 
which may account for their greater degree of inclusion. In contrast, most Achievement 
Standards within “Creating Music” and “Understanding Music” were addressed in fewer 
than four ELGs. The Achievement Standards within “Creating Music” include music 
terminology such as “improvise,” “accompaniment,” and “symbolic systems to represent 
vocal and instrumental sounds.” These are terms that emphasize specific skills rather than 
experiences and activities. Each of these Achievement Standards was addressed in three 
or less ELGs. One Achievement Standard within “Understanding Music” (n = 11), 
“Children use their own vocabulary and standard music vocabulary to describe voices, 
instruments, music notation, and music of various genres, styles, and periods from 
diverse cultures,” was addressed more often. The emphasis on vocabulary may be 
perceived as an additional opportunity to expand children’s language development, rather 
than developing a means for children to discuss their musical experiences and behaviors 
to deepen their musical understanding.  
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Research Question #3  
To what extent have dimensions and specific indicators of music learning, 
outlined in the Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head Start Child Development 
and Early Learning Framework, been addressed in state ELGs?  
Breadth. The Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework 
(HSCDELF) is broadly worded and less skill-specific than The National Music Standards 
for Prekindergarten. The HSCDELF does not state specific skills for children to master 
during their time in Head Start; instead, it describes areas of development and learning 
considered essential for school readiness (U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, 2010). In addition, HSCDELF domains are intended to be intentionally 
integrated through instruction throughout the day (U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, 2010). Like the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, the HSCDELF 
utilizes a multi-dimensional format, containing two domains of breadth and five 
indicators of depth. This format allows ample latitude for teachers and others who use the 
standards to create environments that will allow children to experience music through 
those behaviors. The environments can be tailored to fit the needs of the children in the 
programs, enabling teachers to incorporate music and musical experiences that reflect the 
cultures of the children and the states in which they reside. The majority of ELGs address 
the broad dimensions of music learning, “use of the voice and instruments to create 
sounds” (n = 45) and “use of the body to move to music and express oneself” (n = 39).  
Depth. Indicators within the Head Start domains are also broadly worded, 
focusing on behaviors rather than skills such as participating, experimenting, expressing, 
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and moving. It is not surprising, then, that Head Start indicators have been addressed in 
more ELGs than have the Achievement Standards of The National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten. Only two ELGs addressed all five indicators, but 15 ELGs addressed 
four of the indicators and 19 addressed three of the indicators. Over three-fourths of the 
ELGs included both indicators within “Use of the voice and instruments to create 
sounds” domain. Indicators within “Use of the body to move to music and express 
oneself” were also represented in ELGs at a higher rate than those in the National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten. These findings support a conceptualization of early 
childhood that extends beyond specific sets of skills and abilities. HSCDELF music 
indicators are oriented around experiences and are integrated with other learning areas. 
Therefore, the HSCDELF music indicators serve a different function than the 
Achievement Standards included in the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten. 
Some similarities exist in the music content described in National Music 
Achievement Standards and Head Start indicators. The Head Start indicator “Participates 
in music activities” corresponds to the Achievement Standard “Children participate freely 
in music activities” within the “Responding to Music” Content Standard.  The Head Start 
indicator “Experiments with Musical Instruments” parallels the Achievement Standard 
“Children experiment with a variety of instruments and sound sources.” The Head Start 
domain “The use of the body to move to music and express oneself” contains two 
indicators that correspond to the Achievement Standard “Children respond through 
movement to music of various tempos meters, dynamics, modes, genres, and styles to 
express what they hear and feel in works of music.” The indicators read: “Expresses what 
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is felt and heard in various musical tempos and styles” and “Moves to different patterns 
of beat and rhythm in music.” In each case, the corresponding Achievement Standards 
focus more on music behaviors than specific skills.  
One Head Start indicator lacked a corresponding component in the National 
Music Standards for Prekindergarten: “Uses creative movement to express concepts, 
ideas, or feelings.” The inclusion of music as a vehicle for self-expression and expression 
of feelings suggests that the conceptualization of music for children ages 3–5 espoused in 
the HSCDELF extends beyond music skills acquisition. Music’s function as a vehicle for 
expression is also supported in the National Educational Goals Panel domains for school 
readiness. Viewing music from this perspective further illustrates the integrated nature of 
Head Start domains and distinguishes the HSCDELF as a set of guidelines for learning 
experiences rather than a standard for skills achievement. 
Research Question #4  
To what extent have dimensions of music learning, outlined in the NAEYC 
All-Criteria Document, been addressed in state ELGs?  
The National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) has 
posited that “early learning standards can be a valuable part of a comprehensive, high-
quality system of services for young children” as long as they satisfy four elements: 
1. Emphasize significant, developmentally appropriate content and outcomes; 
2. Are developed and reviewed through informed, inclusive processes; 
3. Are implemented and assessed in ways that support all young children’s 
development; and 
4. Are accompanied by strong supports for early childhood programs, 
professionals, and families. (p. 1) 
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 The indicators included in the NAEYC All-Criteria Document exemplify learning 
criteria for young children that meet these four criteria. The one-dimensional NAEYC 
indicators (breadth only) describe various aspects of learning environments that promote 
the social, emotional, physical, language, and cognitive development of children through 
opportunities for self-initiated learning and creative expression according to 
developmental needs and interests. All indicators are grounded in developmentally-
appropriate practice (DAP). Consequently, music indicators contained in the NAEYC 
All-Criteria Document are broadly worded and framed in terms of learning opportunities 
for children ages 3–5. In keeping with DAP, rather than focusing on music behaviors, the 
NAEYC guidelines focus on “Opportunities to gain appreciation of art, music, drama, 
and dance in ways that reflect cultural diversity;” “Opportunities to learn new concepts 
and vocabulary related to art, music, drama, and dance;” and “Opportunities and 
materials to express themselves creatively through art, music, drama, and dance.” Like 
the Head Start standards, the third NAEYC standard, “the opportunity and materials to 
express themselves creatively,” also supports the notion of music as a vehicle for 
expression of feelings and well-being.  
NAEYC music domains were well-represented in state ELGs. Gaining 
appreciation for music and the other arts was addressed in 90% of ELGs. Developing an 
understanding of music concepts and vocabulary and expressing oneself through music 
and the arts were each addressed in over half of the ELGs. The NAEYC music domains 
were the most broadly-worded guidelines within national standards/guidelines 
documents, encompassing the majority of Head Start indicators and most Content 
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Standards of the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten. The more broadly-
worded guidelines afford individual schools and programs greater latitude in selecting 
experiences and curricula that best suit the needs of their populations, so it is not 
surprising to find a greater representation of the NAEYC domains in ELGs. The finding 
suggests that ELG development committees have favored experience-oriented indicators 
over skill-based indicators for inclusion in ELGs. Committees may have also preferred 
the more concise, one-dimensional format of the NAEYC indicators.  
Research Question #5 
What dimensions of music learning that were not included in The National 
Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child Outcomes Framework/Head 
Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework, and the NAEYC All-
Criteria Document have been addressed in ELGs?  
  Almost all ELGs include statements describing learning environments in which 
children ages 3–5 have opportunities to sing, play instruments, respond to, and appreciate 
music. In addition, states have included music content to facilitate other areas of learning: 
awareness and appreciation of cultural diversity, providing means of self-expression and 
expression of feelings, and development of creativity and imagination. Most of those 
items can be found in the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework 
and/or the NAEYC All-Criteria Document. In only one case has a state adopted a 
national document as its ELG; Oregon is now utilizing the Head Start Child Development 
and Early Learning Framework as ELGs for its state-funded programs for children ages 
3–5. ELGs have generally addressed music broadly, using music to reinforce local 
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cultural practices and provide opportunities for children to participate in varied music 
experiences and to express their feelings through music, while also developing an 
awareness of music skills.  By emphasizing both academics and experiences, this 
approach to ELGs suggests that development committees have acknowledged the value 
of early childhood as a time during which children are allowed to be children, while also 
responding to academic requirements of political initiatives such as Good Start, Grow 
Smart and Race to the Top to improve school success via strong programs for children 
ages 3–5. 
Music content in ELGs has been commonly placed within Creativity, Fine Arts, 
or Cognition domains. Researchers Scott-Little et al. (2005) pointed out that standards 
within Cognition domains generally received the most attention in state ELGs, suggesting 
that music’s positioning within Cognition domains might place greater emphasis on 
music indicators; however, the findings suggest that domain category has no bearing on 
the indicators included within the domain. The broad range of variation in the quantity 
and quality of indicators, regardless of placement under different domain headings, 
suggests that differences in philosophical perspective or the lack of standard terminology 
may contribute to the multiple formulations in which music is positioned.  For example, 
the Hawaii Preschool Content Standards emphasize creative expression and the 
development of creativity across all subject areas; music’s placement within a Creativity 
domain is consistent with the state’s vision of a quality early learning environment.  
ELGs that have advanced a skills-oriented perspective, such as Early Learning Standards 
for North Carolina and Florida Early Learning and Development Standards for Four-
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Year-Olds, may have chosen to include music within Cognitive domains.  
One finding of this study related to the large quantity of music standards 
contained in state ELGs that have little relation to any of The National Music Standards 
for Prekindergarten. Many ELG indicators not found in the National Music Standards 
for Prekindergarten were present in the Head Start and NAEYC guidelines. When all 307 
ELG indicators were compared to the music content in all three national 
standards/guidelines documents, 46 indicators remained. While a few of the 
uncategorized standards reflect state-specific cultural concerns, such as “listening to jazz” 
in Louisiana Standards for Programs Serving Four-Year-Old Children and “developing 
appreciation for natural and cultural beauty through visual and performing arts” in 
Hawaii Preschool Content Standards, the majority address a wide variety of other 
musical behaviors, activities and skills. ELGs often contained standards that supported 
music’s reinforcement of other curricular areas as well as assorted other skills related to 
listening, expressing preferences, planning, and transitions between activities. These 
findings suggest that that state ELG committees viewed music as having a broader 
purpose in young children’s education than merely a subject area in which specific skills 
should be mastered.  Instead, they endorse a holistic approach to the education of children 
ages 3–5, indicated by integration of subject matter and utilization of music for purposes 
beyond music performance skills including expression of feelings, creative exploration, 
and self-expression. Utilizing music to facilitate learning in other curricular areas and 
encourage the development of independent and cooperative work skills has been 
supported in the literature (Turner, 2013). 
146 
	  
 
 
146 
Discussion 
Following their analysis of ELGs, Scott-Little et al. (2005) posed several 
questions for future research, among which were the following: 
1. Does the content of the standards reflect the state’s view of what is important 
for children’s development and learning prior to kindergarten entry? 
2. What’s been left out and is the omission consistent with research literature on 
children’s learning? 
3. What is the relationship between the early learning standards and K–12 
standards? (2005) 
The findings of this study have provided additional insight into these areas, enabling 
me to draw several conclusions about the content and composition of state Early 
Learning Guidelines.  
• The majority of ELGs contain music standards that reflect aspects of all three 
national standards documents. When states utilized elements from existing 
standards or guidelines, they were most likely to include broad domain categories 
but reject more skill-specific Achievement Standards or indicators, supporting the 
notion that children learn through play and active exploration and interaction with 
their environment (Bredekamp, 1987).  
• A narrow nexus, centered on several broad music experiences, exists between 
ELGs, The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, Head Start Child 
Development and Early Learning Framework, and the NAEYC All-Criteria 
Document.  
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• The Good Start, Grow Smart charge contained two incompatible directives: a) to 
reflect current research on teaching and learning and b) to specify what children 
should know and be able to do prior to kindergarten entry. In their attempts to 
satisfy the charge, states often conflated the directives, resulting in ELGs that 
contained conflicting elements. 
National Documents and Conceptualization of Early Learning Environments  
The national standards to which I compared state ELGs each contained 
descriptions of music experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills for children ages 3–5.  
The specific content, the manner in which the behaviors were described, and the types of 
expectations varied, reflecting the intended purposes of the documents. In order to 
understand perhaps why music indicators addressed in national standards documents are 
or are not utilized in state ELGs, it is incumbent upon music educators to understand the 
purposes of each of the documents. The stated purposes and functions guided the formats 
in which the documents were written and the ways in which learning environments for 
children ages 3–5 were conceptualized in the documents. These conceptualizations 
potentially impacted the music content.  
The Mission of the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning 
Framework is to  
provide Head Start and other early childhood programs with a description of the 
developmental building blocks that are most important for a child’s school and 
long-term success. Head Start children, 3 to 5 years old, are expected to progress 
in all the areas of child development and early learning outlined by the 
Framework. Head Start programs also are expected to develop and implement a 
program that ensures such progress is made. (U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services, 2010, p. 1)  
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The Child Development and Early Learning Framework (HSCDELF) was written 
to assist teachers to more effectively teach identified standards of learning in order to 
prepare children for school (The White House, 2002 ,Summary of Initiative, para 1). 
Among eleven domains “essential for school and long-term success” (U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, 2010, p. 2) is the Creative Expression Domain, which 
includes music. Music indicators were written in terms of music behaviors: participating, 
experimenting, expressing, and moving. Rather than emphasizing skills acquisition, the 
Head Start goals emphasize creating an environment in which children can fully exercise 
the music behaviors. Expressing feelings through music is an integral part of the music 
standards. The Head Start music standards can be considered experiential in nature. 
One purpose of the NAEYC All-Criteria document is to reduce learning gaps and 
increase the achievement of all children (National Association for the Education of 
Young Children & National Association of Early Childhood Specialists in State 
Departments of Education, 2009). The document combines program and content 
guidelines for programs for 3–5-year-old children.   The indicators are linked to 
developmental periods and grounded in research about the processes, sequences, and 
long-term outcomes of early learning and development (National Association for the 
Education of Young Children & National Association of Early Childhood Specialists in 
State Departments of Education, 2009). NAEYC music guidelines focus on providing 
music opportunities for children including experiencing music, expressing feelings 
through music, gaining appreciation of art, music, drama, and dance in ways that reflect 
cultural diversity, and learning new concepts and vocabulary related to art, music, drama, 
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and dance. NAEYC guidelines do not stipulate music behaviors, leaving those decisions 
to the individuals who develop and facilitate the learning environments for children ages 
3–5.  The NAEYC guidelines address music as a means of communicating and 
expressing feelings, as do the Head Start standards; they also address literacy skills in the 
area of vocabulary acquisition. 
In contrast, The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten have approached 
music as a skills-based academic subject area. The National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten were based on the notion that 
All basic subjects, including the arts, require more than exposure or access. They 
need focused time for sequential study, practice, and reflection…These standards 
assume that students in all grades will be actively involved in comprehensive, 
sequential programs that include creating, performing, and producing, on one 
hand, and study, analysis, and reflection on the other. Both kinds of activities are 
indispensable elements of a well-rounded education in the arts. (Music Educators 
National Conference, 1994b, pp. 11–12) 
 
Grounded in this philosophy, the content of the National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten are skills-oriented. It is important to be aware of the perspectives from 
which national standards have addressed music standards because they allude to the 
organizations’ perspectives regarding the educational needs of young children. Overland 
and Reynolds (2010) noted 
While several organizations dedicated to promoting early childhood music 
education have been officially affiliated with MENC since1980, as of 2007 the 
American Orff-Schulwerk Association (which became an affiliated member in 
1996) remains the only affiliated organization that incorporates a focus on early 
childhood music education. Reasons for the relatively low level of participation 
from other early childhood music organizations are unclear, and further research 
is recommended to determine the reasons (i.e., conflicting mission statements, 
insufficient benefits, or tension between leadership) such entities elect not to 
affiliate with MENC. (p. 106)  
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In the Opportunity to Learn Standards for Music Instruction (MENC, 1994), The 
National Association for Music Education (NAfME) recommended that music instruction 
for children ages 3–5 be provided by teachers who have received formal training in early 
childhood music; however, researchers have consistently found that early childhood 
classroom teachers, not music specialists, are responsible for delivering music instruction 
(Daniels, 1992; Kelly, 1998; Nardo, 1996; Nardo et al., 2006; Persellin, 2007; Tarnowski 
& Barrett, 1997). Because the intended audience of The National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten is music specialists, terminology used in the National Standards may be 
unfamiliar to teachers who received training in areas other than music education. 
Unfamiliar nomenclature may impede accessibility and minimize the relevance of the 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten to teachers of children ages 3–5. Music 
specialists are generally not responsible for providing music instruction to children ages 
3–5; therefore it is reasonable to assume that ELG development committees would 
exclude music indicators requiring specialized knowledge in music education. Indeed, the 
findings of this study support that notion.  
Achievement Standards related to improvising, composing, and understanding 
elements of music were not addressed in the majority of ELGs. For example, the 
“Creating Music” Content Standard references improvising songs and creating vocal and 
instrumental accompaniments, skills that may seem complex to non-musicians. In their 
daily lives, children regularly create music; music education literature indicates that 
children spontaneously create music as they play (Campbell, 1998; Valerio, Reynolds, 
Bolton, Taggart, & Gordon, 1998). When children engage in musical play, they 
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manipulate sounds and become comfortable with them, thus increasing their 
understanding of music (Campbell & Scott-Kassner, 1995). Undoubtedly, preschool 
teachers observe spontaneous musical play on a regular basis and could support the 
activity in their learning environments, but the jargon used to describe the music 
behaviors may have served as a barrier to policymakers, resulting in improvisational 
music experiences being excluded from ELGs. Indeed, only 14 state ELGs included 
indicators related to “Creating Music.” The “Understanding Music” Content Standard, 
also minimally addressed in ELGs (n = 17), seems to serve as an assessment component 
of the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten. An assessment component is a 
logical element of a skills-based document, but it is antithetical to developmentally-
appropriate practice in programs for children ages 3–5 (Bredekamp, 1987).  
It is important to understand the similarities and differences between the mission 
statements and intended purposes of the national documents because each informs the 
ways in which learning environments for children ages 3–5 are conceptualized. Similarly, 
the mission statements and intended purposes of ELGs inform learning environments for 
state-funded programs for children ages 3–5. National documents that espouse similar 
mission statements and purposes with ELGs are more likely to be considered relevant 
texts. Music indicators addressed in national standards documents perceived as relevant 
are more likely to be included in state ELGs. Inclusion of indicators may therefore serve 
as an indicator of relevance.  
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Nexus of ELGs and National Standards and Guidelines  
One of the purposes of my study was to determine whether a nexus exists between 
ELGs and other standards and guidelines for children age 3–5. A nexus does exist, 
centered on a few broad core experiences: engaging in a wide variety of musical 
experiences, having the opportunity to respond to music in a variety of ways, and 
expressing feelings through music. States have purposefully included portions of the 
contents of the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework, NAEYC 
All-Criteria Document, and National Music Standards for Prekindergarten in their 
ELGs; however, they often excluded National Music Standards for Prekindergarten 
Achievement Standards, which articulated specific music behaviors. The NAEYC All-
Criteria Document domains are the most broadly-written indicators. Each of the domains 
was included in over half of the ELGs, with 90% of ELGs including the indicator 
“Gaining appreciation for music and the other arts.” The NAEYC domains encompass all 
Head Start indicators except one: learning new concepts and vocabulary. Because Head 
Start programs emphasize language and literacy, the concepts and vocabulary indicator is 
a logical inclusion.  Content Standards within The National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten only slightly overlap the NAEYC and Head Start standards. Two 
Content Standards, “Singing and playing instruments” and “Responding to music” were 
represented in the majority of ELGs. “Creating music” and “Understanding music,” 
previously discussed, were included in less than half of ELGs. The nexus content 
represents broad concepts of music learning that reflect Developmentally Appropriate 
Practice for children ages 3–5.  In general, through ELGs, states have described learning 
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environments that include opportunities through which children sing, play instruments, 
respond to music, and use music to express their feelings, thoughts, and ideas. In addition 
states have integrated music activities with other areas of learning throughout the day.  
Highly prescriptive Achievement Standards were poorly represented in ELGs and 
fell outside of the more broadly-written Head Start and NAEYC guidelines. A possible 
explanation for low reliance upon The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten in 
state ELGs is a perceived incompatibility between the National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten and state conceptualizations of quality learning environments for 
children ages 35. The skill-specific behavioral objective format of the Achievement 
Standards of The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten does not reflect 
Developmentally Appropriate Practice for children ages 3–5. 
Figure 9 depicts the relationship between national standards and guidelines 
documents.
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The Good Start, Grow Smart Charge  
Good Start, Grow Smart consisted of a group of initiatives addressing three major 
areas related to the education of children ages 3–5: strengthening Head Start, partnering 
with states to improve early childhood education, and providing information to teachers, 
caregivers, and parents (The White House, 2002). The initiative also increased 
accountability measures for Head Start programs, requiring assessment of all 3–5-year-
old participants three times per year (The White House, 2002).  
As part of the initiative to partner with states to improve early childhood 
education, the Good Start, Grow Smart initiative encouraged states to develop ELGs to 
satisfy two disparate criteria: reflect current research on teaching and learning 
(developmentally-appropriate practice) and specify what children should know and be 
able to do prior to kindergarten entry (The White House, 2002). The criteria are 
incompatible because current research suggests that young children learn unevenly and 
episodically; because of this, they are more accurately evaluated through observations of 
their progress toward learning and development goals rather than by assessments that 
evaluate attainment of specific skills (National Association for the Education of Young 
Children, 1997). Consequently, states were challenged with the task of marrying these 
disparate criteria. When the music content of ELGs was examined in conjunction with 
accompanying supplemental material, a picture of the ways in which states dealt with the 
competing directives, linking “policies and text to promote minimal resistance” 
(Woodside-Jiron, 2011, p. 158) began to emerge. 
Titles given to ELGs are indicators of the co-mingling of constructs. Although 
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states were encouraged to develop ELGs, only fifteen ELGs have been entitled 
guidelines; most ELGs have been designated as standards. After examining the 
supplemental material provided with the ELGs, it became apparent that the title of the 
document (standard or guideline) did not consistently reflect its stated purpose. I found 
that only seven of the ELGs referred to as guidelines contained mission statements 
consistent with the definition of guidelines; their indicators of music learning were 
couched in terms of experiences and opportunities, as would be expected in guidelines. 
Six of the ELGs entitled guidelines contained mission statements and learning goals 
consistent with standards, specifying what music behaviors children should know and be 
able to do prior to their entry into kindergarten. Two documents did not contain clearly 
articulated mission statements. Of the 29 documents entitled Standards, 15 contained 
purpose statements and descriptions of learning expectations consistent with standards 
and 10 contained purpose statements and descriptions reflective of guidelines. The 
remaining documents contained no purpose statement or did not clearly articulate the 
intended use of the documents.  
Discourse between members of ELG committees may have played a significant 
role in the resulting documents (Brown, 2009). What appears to be conflation or co-
mingling of the constructs of standards and guidelines may represent crafted consensus. 
Apple (1993a) posited that “The State tends to balance the opposing interests of different 
segments of dominant groups” (p. 67). In the matter of programs for children ages 3–5, 
the dominant groups that share jurisdiction and oversight are Departments of Health and 
Human Services and Departments of Education. When formulating ELGs, states have 
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had to reconcile the interests of Departments of Education and their concerns regarding 
standards and accountability with the interests of Departments of Social Services and 
their concerns with providing high-quality learning environments and opportunities for 
children ages 3–5. Although Departments of Education and Social Services have often 
collaborated in the development of ELGs, the question of whose knowledge is of most 
worth is negotiated during the implementation process (Apple, 1993a). Inducements and 
constraints from federal and state political bodies assert pressure on development 
committees, ultimately affecting policy implementation  (Goggin & Goggin, 1990). It is 
reasonable to believe that policy directives given to states regarding the purposes and 
content of ELGs contributed to the conflation and co-mingling of the constructs of 
standards and guidelines.  
Through discourse with the authors of the National Standards for Music 
Education, Benedict (2006) found that the wording of the National Standards reflected 
the manifestation of an oppressed society. Although I was not privy to the discourse that 
transpired between ELG committee members, the co-mingling of standards and 
guidelines constructs suggest that the political struggle for power similarly affected the 
content of state ELGs. Specifically, neo-liberal notions of education as a free-market 
commodity supporting the use of standards and New Deal-style ideas promoting 
government expense to advance the common good of society supporting the use of 
guidelines were juxtaposed during the ELG formulation process. The discourse has 
produced documents that have attempted to address both current research 
(developmentally-appropriate practice) and attainment of specific skills within the same 
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document. Apple (2004) noted: 
The state may legislate changes in curriculum, evaluation, or policy (which in 
itself produced through conflict, compromise, and political maneuvering), but 
policy writers and curriculum writers may be unable to control the meanings and 
implementations of their texts. All texts are “leaky” documents. (pp. 31–32) 
 
The resulting documents contain selected knowledge that has been “re-contextualized” by 
the state, thus re-positioning the knowledge and altering its uses (Apple, 1993a). Once 
codified, this re-contextualization becomes the state policy. 
The Language of Policy  
The findings of my study allowed me to draw several conclusions regarding the 
policy implementation process of ELGs: 
• The composition of ELGs committees impacted the language and content of the 
ELGs. Scott-Little et al. (2006) suggested that differences in the language of 
ELGs might vary depending upon the composition of the contributors on ELG 
development committees and the belief systems and definitions they bring to the 
process (Scott-Little et al., 2006). Foucault (1982) noted that as committees 
exercise various power strategies, disciplinary power may become destabilized, 
resulting in different interpretations. I concluded that the differences in types of 
documents developed as a result of the Good Start, Grow Smart initiative and the 
resulting ELG content often represented a negotiated consensus between 
committee stakeholders.  
• Benedict’s (2006) comparison of the National Standards for Music Education to 
standards in other curricular areas provides a clear illustration of the impact of 
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discourse and language upon documents. Benedict (2006) found that the National 
Standards for Music Education were developed to legitimatize music as an 
academic subject, thus granting it the same status as other subjects. Because of the 
writing task force’s concern over being excluded from the standards movement, 
they failed to engage in critical consciousness resulting in the production of 
documents (The National Standards for Music Education and associated 
publications) that lacked a progressive vision of education that can be observed in 
other national standards documents.  Benedict (2006) noted that other national 
standards reflected a purposefully broader conception of pedagogy, emphasizing 
the juxtaposition of the teacher, learner, and the knowledge they produce; in 
contrast, the National Standards for Music Education separated teaching and 
learning by focusing on training and observable student behaviors rather than 
pedagogy. It is possible that ELG development committees have also found The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten paradigm obsolete or incompatible 
with their views of what music behaviors, skills, and activities comprise quality 
learning environments for children ages 3–5. It is also possible that ELG 
development committees did not consider compatibility of vision with other 
documents during the formulation of the ELGs. Outside actors have been shown 
to have little effect upon policy implementation (Kos, 2007); The National 
Association for Music Education may have positioned itself as an outside actor in 
the process of developing and revising ELGs, thus minimizing its effectiveness in 
the implementation process. Outside consultants appear to have influenced ELG 
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development committees’ decisions regarding the content of ELGs.  The findings 
suggested that states who utilized the same consultant produced ELGs that 
contained similar, if not identical, language. 
Implications 
The National Committee on Standards in the Arts designed the National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten “to provide the basis for frameworks and curriculum 
guides to be designed by states and school districts” and intended them to be utilized to 
“create a coherent vision of what it means to be educated in music” and to “provide a 
foundation for building a balanced, comprehensive, and sequential curriculum in music,” 
(Music Educators National Conference, 1994b, pp. 1–2). Despite those intentions, states 
consistently developed ELGs that reflected the breadth of the National Music Standards 
for Prekindergarten and not the depth.  In the case of music education for children ages 
3–5, breadth + depth may not indicate quality, as postulated by Scott-Little et al. (2005). 
There are several possible explanations for the limited inclusion of the National 
Standards for Prekindergarten in ELGs. States may have viewed the National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten as inconsistent with broader conceptualizations of music 
as part of quality learning environments for children ages 3–5 (Scott-Little et al., 2006). 
The findings of this study support this explanation. National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten, if considered for inclusion in ELGs, may have been deemed too 
prescriptive and skill-oriented by state development committees (Scott-Little et al., 
2006). This notion is also supported by the findings of this study. ELG committees may 
have selected music standards that reflect the music training provided to preschool 
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educators (Nardo et al., 2006), or they may have viewed the paradigm in which the 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten are grounded as obsolete (Benedict, 
2006). Benedict noted that, in seeking confirmation of legitimacy of music as a core 
subject, the Consortium of National Arts Education Associations crafted measureable 
standards, more appropriate for evaluating music teachers than children (2004). They 
failed to recognize that the integrated, experiential nature of learning in early childhood 
does not lend itself to skill-based standards. Through their use of broad, experiential 
guidelines, states consistently endorsed developmentally appropriate practice in programs 
for children ages 3–5, thus suggesting that standards-based instructional standards were 
not appropriate for use with young children.  
Another matter of concern is Common Core State Standards Initiative. To try to 
avoid critical gaps in children’s education between jurisdictions, a movement has 
emerged calling for a common core curriculum; the Common Core State Standards 
Initiative, which began in 2009, first developed standards in English Language Arts and 
Math for grades K–12 to “ensure that all students, no matter where they live, are prepared 
for success in postsecondary education and the workforce” (National Governors 
Association Center for Best Practices & Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010). 
All but six states have adopted the English and Math Common Core Standards. In the 
spring of 2012, a public draft of science standards was released. The Common Core 
Standards do not mandate methodologies or curriculum, thus preserving states’ autonomy 
regarding the most efficacious means to meet the standards. There are no Common Core 
Standards for prekindergarten, but increased concentration on academic skills may cause 
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an inappropriate push-down of academics into prekindergarten. Following the passage of 
the Good Start, Grow Smart initiative, similar concerns regarding academic push-down 
were expressed (Stipek, 2006; Winter & Kelley, 2008). As political pressures advance the 
standards movement, to prevent academic push-down, the early childhood profession and 
other professions affiliated with early childhood, such as music education, will need to 
continue to advocate for the use of developmentally-appropriate practice in learning 
environments for children ages 3–5.  
Scott-Little et al. (2005) questioned the feasibility and desirability of uniform 
national standards across states. The finding that 14.33% of the music indicators included 
in state ELGs does not reflect indicators in the national standards documents illustrates 
that states exercise their autonomy regarding educational policies by including music 
indicators that reflect the cultural identity of the states. They have also included other 
indicators that reflect a variety of ways music can contribute to quality learning 
environments for young children in individual states. For national standards to be useful 
and relevant to states, they must respect state autonomy in educational matters and 
promote state individuality. 
Recommendations 
Benedict (2004) concluded that, in their efforts to secure music’s relevance as an 
academic subject, the Consortium of National Arts Education Associations actually 
minimized music’s curricular legitimacy. I contend that the same issues of legitimacy 
currently exist regarding music in early childhood education. Legitimacy will only occur 
if state ELG committees view the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten as a 
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relevant guide for informing the learning environments of state funded programs for 
children ages 3–5. For such a transformation to occur, there are two key issues that the 
music education profession must address: (a) format and function of the National Music 
Standards for Prekindergarten, and (b) interface between the music education and early 
childhood professions. 
Format and Function 
To satisfy the requirements of the Good Start, Grow Smart initiative, most ELGs 
were formulated as a conflation of standards and guidelines, most commonly 
characterized by standards-oriented mission statements and broadly-written learning 
indicators. This conflation has re-contextualized the terms standards and guidelines, 
creating transformed texts and compromised knowledge (Apple, 1993a). ELGs thus have 
“changed position in relation to other texts, practices, and positions,” and are “no longer 
part of the professional discourse of researchers,” integrating the knowledge “around a 
different set of political and cultural needs and principles” (Apple, 1993a, p. 68). In this 
repositioned form, conflation of standards and guidelines becomes normalized. Despite 
this re-contextualization, the findings of my study indicate that state development 
taskforces have consistently chosen to include broadly-written indicators over more 
prescriptive skills-based indicators, as evidenced by the high rate of inclusion of NAEYC 
and Head Start indicators. For the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten to have 
relevance to programs serving 3–5-year-old children, NAfME should consider re-
conceptualizing the prekindergarten standards as broadly-written guidelines and 
presenting them in a format that is clear, concise, and easily understood by non-
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musicians. This notion is supported in the Joint Position Statement of the National 
Association for the Education of Young Children and National Association of Early 
Childhood Specialists in State Departments of Education (2002), which declared  
Effective early learning standards are developed through a process that uses 
scientifically valid, relevant evidence to create and review expectations about 
content and desired outcomes for young children. A sound knowledge base of 
developmental and educational research exists, including syntheses recently 
published by the National Research Council, as well as publications from national 
professional associations. Over time, standards also require rigorous validation 
through studies demonstrating that the expectations in the standards do indeed 
predict positive developmental and learning outcomes. (p. 2) 
 
In their current form, the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten describe 
specific music skills children should attain prior to kindergarten entry. Because of their 
highly prescriptive nature, they do not reflect developmentally appropriate practice and 
are therefore inappropriate for use with children ages 3–5. A re-conceptualization of the 
standards should expand the function of music in early learning environments to include 
its contributions to cognitive development, expression of feelings, and overall learning. 
Doing so would bring The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten in line with 
NAEYC and Head Start guidelines and current thinking about developmentally-
appropriate practice for young children.  
The intended audience of the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten is 
music specialists. Music educators, however, do not implement policy; policymakers 
implement policy. For The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten to be utilized 
as a resource for states, they must be readily understandable to policymakers. 
Wisconsin’s ELG task force recognized this situation and purposefully developed a 
double-voiced document that addressed both policy and teaching/learning requirements 
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(Brown, 2007). This format may provide a possible template for future national music 
standards, increasing their relevance to policymakers as well as to classroom teachers.  
Interdisciplinary Interface 
The National Association for Music Education (NAfME) has an opportunity to 
transform the interface between the music education and early childhood education 
professions. Currently, without reliance on The National Music Standards for 
Prekindergarten, the majority of states have provided for the musical education of 
children ages 3–5 by including music experiences, behaviors, activities, and skills in their 
ELGs.6 Although there is substantial variation across the states, ELGs have regularly 
designated music as an element of quality learning environments for children. This fact 
suggests that states value music as legitimate content for children ages 3–5; however their 
visions, as evidenced by ELG music content, differ substantially from NAfME’s vision of 
music as a legitimate academic subject in preschool.   
From their inception, The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten were 
intended for use by music specialists in preschool environments (MENC, 1994). The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten began a continuum of music learning that 
spanned grades PK–12; each grade level’s skills formed the foundation for the 
subsequent years of music instruction. The literature suggested that music instruction in 
                                                
6 Some states (Colorado, Delaware, Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nevada, and 
Washington, D.C.) have developed Music Content Standards in addition to ELGs. 
Prekindergarten Music Standards are included as part of the music continuum for grades PK-12. 
The music content of the ELGs (intended for use by preschool educators) and Music Content 
Standards (intended for use by music specialists) differ substantially in format and contents. It is 
unclear if state Departments of Music Education and Early Childhood Education are aware that 
music has been addressed in multiple documents and, if so, that the musical content differs. 
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programs for children ages 3–5 is generally not directed by music specialists; instead, 
classroom teachers serve as the primary music teachers. (Nardo et al., 2006; Persellin, 
2007). Surveys of preschool teachers and directors have consistently documented their 
willingness to receive pre-service and in-service training to support music education in 
classrooms for children ages 3–5.  I suggest that NAfME reposition itself as a partner in 
preschool education.  Doing so would require NAfME to reconsider the types of music 
experiences it deems appropriate for children ages 3–5 and the manner in which the 
experiences are provided – a major paradigm shift. Such a shift would lead to greater 
communication between organizations invested in the education of children ages 3–5. 
Through active engagement with the early childhood profession, including NAEYC and 
Head Start representatives, music specialists can collaborate with early childhood 
professionals to enrich the musical experiences of children ages 3–5 in state funded 
programs. Historically, preschool teachers have expressed interest in receiving training to 
enhance music activities in their classrooms (Daniels, 1992; Golden, 1989; Nardo, 1996; 
Nardo et al., 2006; Tarnowski & Barrett, 1997). Embarking on a collaborative effort with 
the NAEYC, Head Start, state and local Associations for the Education of Young 
Children may serve to reposition NAfME as a facilitator of professional development in 
preschool music education and refocus discourse regarding the importance of music in 
early childhood development.  Doing so may ultimately afford greater relevancy and 
legitimacy to music education.  
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Conclusion 
The purpose of this study was to analyze ELGs to determine what musical 
behaviors and activities states value as elements of high quality learning environments for 
young children and to ascertain the extent to which the musical content reflects music 
standards included in major prekindergarten standards documents. My analysis indicates 
that states have a broader notion of what it means to be musical than that represented in 
The National Music Standards for Prekindergarten. ELGs frequently include standards 
regarding music as means of personal expression, expression of feelings, cultural 
awareness and appreciation, and reinforcement of other curricular areas, elements 
excluded from the National Music Standards for Prekindergarten.   
Increasing numbers of children ages 3–5 are attending state funded 
prekindergarten programs, which are informed by ELGs. Because ELGs have the 
potential to apprise the musical activities children will experience in prekindergarten 
programs, it is critical that the music education profession critically consider the 
divergence between music standards included in state ELGs and the contents of The 
National Music Standards for Prekindergarten, giving careful consideration to the 
paradigm in which they are grounded and how the profession can effectively collaborate 
with the early childhood community to develop relevant music guidelines for children 
ages 3–5. Additional research is needed to examine the alignment of ELG music 
standards with current research on developmentally-appropriate music practice. 
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Epilogue 
In June 2014, a new version of national standards for dance, media arts, music , 
theatre, and visual arts was published (National Coalition for Core Arts Standards, 2014).  
I have not conducted an in-depth analysis of the new National Core Arts Standards, but 
after reading them I was able to make some general observations. 
The standards have been organized into four Artistic Process strands: creating, 
performing/presenting/producing, responding, and connecting, which replace the original 
Content Standards (National Coalition for Core Arts Standards, 2014). Each process 
strand contains several Anchor Standards, which are consistent across all disciplines, and 
sub-categories, which vary by discipline.  The Anchor Standards are further clarified by 
statements of Enduring Understanding and Essential Question(s) (National Coalition for 
Core Arts Standards, 2014).  For example, in the Creating strand for music, standards are 
organized within areas entitled Imagine, Plan and Make, Evaluate and Refine, and 
Present. The Enduring Understanding is that “The creative ideas, concepts, and feelings 
that influence musician’s work emerge from a variety of sources.” The Essential 
Question is “How do musicians generate creative ideas?” 
There is no longer a separate set of standards for prekindergarten.  Instead, 
prekindergarten standards are included as part of a continuum of instruction for 
prekindergarten through eighth grade.  Many of the standards contain language that 
indicates the degree of guidance necessary for children to engage in particular music 
activities. Like the earlier 1994 standards, the new National Core Music Standards appear 
to be written as highly prescriptive behavioral objectives inconsistent with 
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developmentally appropriate practice for children ages 3–5.  Consequently, the findings 
and implications of this study continue to be pertinent to the field of music education.   
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Appendix E 
Domain Headings Utilized in State ELGs (by category) 
Creativity n Fine Arts n Cognition n Other n 
Creativity  
 
2 Arts and 
Humanities 
1 Cognition 
and General 
Knowledge 
 
1 Music 1 
Creative/ 
Aesthetic 
Learning 
 
1 The Arts  
 
 
3 Cognitive 
Development 
and General 
Knowledge 
 
1 Approaches 
to Learning 
1 
Creative 
Expression/ 
Aesthetic 
Development  
 
2 Fine Arts  
 
 
4 General 
Knowledge 
 
1   
Creative Arts  
 
11 Visual and 
Performing 
Arts 
1 Cognition 
and 
Knowledge 
of the World 
 
1   
Creative 
Development  
 
3    Cognitive 
Development  
1    
Creativity 
and the Arts 
 
1    Learning 
about my 
World 
1    
Creative 
Expression/ 
Approaches 
to Learning 
 
1 
         
Creative 
Skills 
1 
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Creativity n Fine Arts n Cognition n Other n 
Creative 
Thinking and 
Expression 
 
1 
         
Creative 
Expression 
 
1 
         
Aesthetic 
Creativity 
 
1 
         
Expressive 
Arts and 
Creative 
Thinking 
1 
         
        
Total 26  9  6  2 
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Appendix F 
Relative Breadth: National Music Standards for Prekindergarten 
State ELGs  Singing 
and 
Playing 
Instruments 
Creating 
Music 
Responding 
to Music 
Understanding 
Music 
No. of 
Content 
Standards 
Alabama X    1 
Alaska X X X X 4 
Arizona X X X X 4 
Arkansas X  X  2 
California X    1 
Colorado X X X X 4 
Connecticut X  X X 3 
Delaware  X  X X 3 
Florida X X X  2 
Georgia X  X  2 
Hawaii X    1 
Idaho     0 
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State ELGs  Singing 
and 
Playing 
Instruments 
Creating 
Music 
Responding 
to Music 
Understanding 
Music 
No. of 
Content 
Standards 
Illinois   X X 2 
Indiana X X X X 4 
Iowa X  X  1 
Kansas  X  X  2 
Kentucky X  X X 3 
Louisiana X  X  1 
Maine  X  X X 2 
Maryland  X X X  3 
Massachusetts  X X X  3 
Michigan X    1 
Minnesota   X X 2 
Mississippi X  X  2 
Missouri     0 
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State ELGs  Singing 
and 
Playing 
Instruments 
Creating 
Music 
Responding 
to Music 
Understanding 
Music 
No. of 
Content 
Standards 
Montana X  X  2 
Nebraska X  X  2 
Nevada  X X X  3 
New 
Hampshire 
X X  X 2 
New Jersey X X X X 4 
New Mexico X X   1 
New York X X X X 4 
North 
Carolina 
X  X  1 
North Dakota X  X  2 
Ohio     0 
Oklahoma X  X  2 
Oregon X  X  3 
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State ELGs  Singing 
and 
Playing 
Instruments 
Creating 
Music 
Responding 
to Music 
Understanding 
Music 
No. of 
Content 
Standards 
Pennsylvania X X X X 4 
Rhode Island X  X X 2 
South 
Carolina 
    0 
South Dakota X  X X 3 
Tennessee X  X  2 
Texas X  X  1 
Utah X  X X 3 
Vermont X    1 
Virginia X    1 
Washington X  X  1 
West Virginia X X X  3 
Wisconsin X    1 
Wyoming X  X  2 
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State ELGs  Singing 
and 
Playing 
Instruments 
Creating 
Music 
Responding 
to Music 
Understanding 
Music 
No. of 
Content 
Standards 
Washington 
D.C. 
X  X  2 
 
 
n 45 14 38 17  
Note. Within Content Standard “Singing and Playing Instruments,” four ELGs 
addressed only singing (Alabama Early Learning Guidelines, Mississippi Early 
Learning Guidelines for Four Year Old Children, New Hampshire Early Learning 
Guidelines, and New Mexico Early Learning Guidelines) and three ELGs 
addressed only playing instruments (Rhode Island Early Learning Standards, 
Vermont Early Learning Standards, and Wyoming Early Childhood Readiness 
Standards). 
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Appendix G 
Percentage of Achievement Standards Addressed  
Within Each Content Standard (by State) 
State ELGs Singing and 
Playing 
Instruments 
Creating 
Music 
Responding to 
Music 
Understanding 
Music 
Alabama 25 0 0 0 
Alaska 0 0 0 0 
Arizona 25 0 33 67 
Arkansas 25 0 100 0 
California 25 0 0 0 
Colorado 25 0 33 33 
Connecticut 0 0 33 33 
Delaware 0 0 67 33 
Florida 0 0 0 0 
Georgia 25 0 33 0 
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 
Idaho 0 0 0 0 
Illinois 0 0 33 33 
Indiana 50 25 67 0 
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State ELGs Singing and 
Playing 
Instruments 
Creating 
Music 
Responding to 
Music 
Understanding 
Music 
Iowa 0 0 33 0 
Kansas 50 0 33 0 
Kentucky 0 0 0 33 
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 
Maine 0 0 0 33 
Maryland  50 25 67 67 
Massachusetts 50 25 33 33 
Michigan 0 0 0 0 
Minnesota 0 0 33 33 
Mississippi 0 0 33 0 
Missouri 0 0 0 0 
Montana 0 0 0 0 
Nebraska 0 0 33 0 
Nevada 75 50 33 0 
New Hampshire 0 25 0 33 
New Jersey 50 25 33 33 
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State ELGs Singing and 
Playing 
Instruments 
Creating 
Music 
Responding to 
Music 
Understanding 
Music 
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 
New York 25 0 67 0 
North Carolina 0 0 67 0 
North Dakota 0 0 33 0 
Ohio 0 0 0 0 
Oklahoma 25 0 67 0 
Oregon 25 25 33 0 
Pennsylvania 0 25 0 0 
Rhode Island 0 0 33 33 
South Carolina 0 0 0 0 
South Dakota 0 0 33 0 
Tennessee 50 0 67 0 
Texas 0 0 67 0 
Utah 0 0 33 0 
Vermont 0 0 0 0 
Virginia 0 0 0 0 
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State ELGs Singing and 
Playing 
Instruments 
Creating 
Music 
Responding to 
Music 
Understanding 
Music 
Washington 0 0 0 0 
West Virginia 0 0 0 0 
Wisconsin 0 0 0 0 
Wyoming 0 0 67 0 
Washington D.C. 50 0 0 0 
Mean  12.75 4.59 26.47 10.14 
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Appendix H 
Achievement Standards Addressed With “Singing and Playing Instruments” 
State ELGs 1a 1b 1c 1d 
Alabama     
Alaska     
Arizona   X  
Arkansas   X  
California     
Colorado     
Connecticut     
Delaware     
Florida     
Georgia   X  
Hawaii     
Idaho     
Illinois     
Indiana  X X  
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State ELGs 1a 1b 1c 1d 
Iowa     
Kansas  X X  
Kentucky     
Louisiana     
Maine     
Maryland X X X X 
Massachusetts X X   
Michigan     
Minnesota     
Mississippi     
Missouri     
Montana     
Nebraska     
Nevada  X X X  
New Hampshire     
New Jersey X X   
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State ELGs 1a 1b 1c 1d 
New Mexico     
New York   X  
North Carolina     
North Dakota     
Ohio     
Oklahoma   X  
Oregon   X  
Pennsylvania     
Rhode Island     
South Carolina     
South Dakota     
Tennessee  X X  
Texas     
Utah     
Vermont     
Virginia     
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State ELGs 1a 1b 1c 1d 
Washington     
West Virginia     
Wisconsin     
Wyoming     
Washington D.C.  X X  
Total Coverage by 
Achievement 
Standard (n) 
4 8 12 1 
Note. 1a = Children use their voices expressively as they speak, chant, and sing. 
1b = Children sing a variety of simple songs in various keys, meters, an genres, alone and 
with a group, becoming increasingly accurate in rhythm and pitch. 
1c = Children experiment with a variety of instruments and other sound sources. 
1d = Children play simple melodies and accompaniments on instruments. 
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Appendix I 
Achievement Standards Addressed within “Creating Music” 
State ELGs 2a 2b 2c 2d 
Alabama     
Alaska     
Arizona     
Arkansas     
California     
Colorado     
Connecticut     
Delaware      
Florida     
Georgia     
Hawaii     
Idaho     
Illinois     
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State ELGs 2a 2b 2c 2d 
Indiana  X   
Iowa     
Kansas     
Kentucky     
Louisiana     
Maine     
Maryland    X 
Massachusetts   X  
Michigan     
Minnesota     
Mississippi     
Missouri     
Montana     
Nebraska     
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State ELGs 2a 2b 2c 2d 
Nevada  X X   
New Hampshire X    
New Jersey   X  
New Mexico     
New York     
North Carolina     
North Dakota     
Ohio     
Oklahoma     
Oregon X    
Pennsylvania     
Rhode Island     
South Carolina     
South Dakota     
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State ELGs 2a 2b 2c 2d 
Tennessee     
Texas     
Utah     
Vermont     
Virginia     
Washington     
West Virginia     
Wisconsin     
Wyoming     
Washington D.C.     
Total Coverage by 
Achievement 
Standard 
3 2 2 1 
Note. 2a = Children improvise songs to accompany their play activities. 
2b = Children improvise instrumental accompaniments to songs, recorded selections, 
stories, and poems. 
2c = Children create short pieces of music, using voices, instruments, and other sound 
sources. 
2d = Children invent and use original graphic or symbolic systems to represent vocal and 
instrumental sounds and musical ideas 
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Appendix J 
Achievement Standards Addressed within “Responding to Music” 
State ELGs 3a 3b 3c 
Alabama    
Alaska    
Arizona  X  
Arkansas X X X 
California    
Colorado    X 
Connecticut   X 
Delaware   X X 
Florida    
Georgia   X 
Hawaii    
Idaho    
Illinois   X 
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State ELGs 3a 3b 3c 
Indiana X X  
Iowa   X 
Kansas   X  
Kentucky    
Louisiana    
Maine     
Maryland X X X 
Massachusetts  X  
Michigan    
Minnesota   X 
Mississippi    
Missouri    
Montana    
Nebraska  X  
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State ELGs 3a 3b 3c 
Nevada   X  
New Hampshire    
New Jersey  X  
New Mexico    
New York  X X 
North Carolina    
North Dakota  X  
Ohio    
Oklahoma  X X 
Oregon  X  
Pennsylvania    
Rhode Island   X 
South Carolina    
South Dakota  X  
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State ELGs 3a 3b 3c 
Tennessee  X X 
Texas  X X 
Utah  X  
Vermont    
Virginia    
Washington    
West Virginia    
Wisconsin    
Wyoming  X X 
Washington D.C.    
    
Total Coverage by 
Achievement 
Standard 
3 19 15 
Note. 3a = Children identify the sources of a wide variety of sounds. 
3b = Children respond through movement to music of various tempos, meters, dynamics, 
modes, genres, and styles to express what they hear and feel in works of music. 
3c = Children participate freely in music activities 
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Appendix K 
Achievement Standards Addressed within “Understanding Music” in ELGs 
State ELGs 4a 4b 4c 
Alabama    
Alaska    
Arizona X  X 
Arkansas    
California    
Colorado  X   
Connecticut X   
Delaware   X  
Florida    
Georgia    
Hawaii    
Idaho    
Illinois X   
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Indiana    
Iowa    
Kansas     
Kentucky X   
Louisiana    
Maine  X   
Maryland X X X 
Massachusetts   X  
Michigan    
Minnesota X   
Mississippi    
Missouri    
Montana    
Nebraska    
Nevada     
225 
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New Hampshire X   
New Jersey X   
New Mexico    
New York    
North Carolina    
North Dakota    
Ohio    
Oklahoma    
Oregon    
Pennsylvania    
Rhode Island X   
South Carolina    
South Dakota    
Tennessee    
Texas    
226 
	   	  
 
226 	  
 
Note. 4a = Children use their own vocabulary and standard music vocabulary to describe 
voices, instruments, music notation, and music of various genres, styles, and periods from 
diverse cultures. 
4b = Children sing, play instruments, move, or verbalize to demonstrate awareness of the 
elements of music and changes in their usage. 
4c = Children demonstrate an awareness of music as a part of daily life.
Utah    
Vermont    
Virginia     
Washington    
West Virginia    
Wisconsin    
Wyoming    
Washington D.C.    
    
Total Number by 
Domain 
11 3 2 
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Appendix L 
Absolute Breadth: Head Start Domains Represented in State ELGs 
State ELGs  Use of the Voice 
and Instruments 
Use of the Body Number of 
Domains 
Alabama X  1 
Alaska X X 2 
Arizona X X 2 
Arkansas X X 2 
California X  1 
Colorado X X 2 
Connecticut X X 2 
Delaware  X X 2 
Florida X X 2 
Georgia X X 2 
Hawaii X  1 
Idaho   0 
Illinois  X 1 
228 
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Indiana X X 2 
Iowa X X 2 
Kansas  X X 2 
Kentucky X X 2 
Louisiana X X 2 
Maine  X X 2 
Maryland X X 2 
Massachusetts  X X 2 
Michigan X  1 
Minnesota  X 1 
Mississippi X X 2 
Missouri   0 
Montana X X 2 
Nebraska X X 2 
Nevada  X X 2 
229 
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New Hampshire X X 2 
New Jersey X X 2 
New Mexico X X 2 
New York X X 2 
North Carolina X X 2 
North Dakota X X 2 
Ohio   0 
Oklahoma X X 2 
Oregon X X 2 
Pennsylvania X X 2 
Rhode Island X X 2 
South Carolina   0 
South Dakota X X 2 
Tennessee X X 2 
Texas X X 2 
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Utah X X 2 
Vermont X  1 
Virginia X  1 
Washington X X 2 
West Virginia X X 2 
Wisconsin X  1 
Wyoming X X 2 
Washington D.C.  X X 2 
    
Total Number by 
Domain 
45 39  
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Appendix M 
Depth within Head Start Music Domains 
 Use of voice and 
instruments 
Use of the body to move to music and 
express oneself 
State ELGs 1a 1b 2a 2b  2c 
Alabama X     
Alaska X X  X  
Arizona X X X X  
Arkansas X X X X  
California X     
Colorado X X   X 
Connecticut X X    
Delaware  X X X X  
Florida X X    
Georgia X X    
Hawaii X X   X 
Idaho      
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 Use of voice and 
instruments 
Use of the body to move to music and 
express oneself 
State ELGs 1a 1b 2a 2b  2c 
Illinois      
Indiana X X X X  
Iowa X X    
Kansas X X X X  
Kentucky X X    
Louisiana X X    
Maine X X    
Maryland  X X X X  
Massachusetts  X X X X  
Michigan X X   X 
Minnesota      
Mississippi X   X  
Missouri      
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 Use of voice and 
instruments 
Use of the body to move to music and 
express oneself 
State ELGs 1a 1b 2a 2b  2c 
Montana X X  X  
Nebraska X X X X  
Nevada  X X X X  
New Hampshire X     
New Jersey X X X X X 
New Mexico X    X 
New York X X X X  
North Carolina X X    
North Dakota X X X X  
Ohio      
Oklahoma X X X X X 
Oregon X X X X  
Pennsylvania X X    
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 Use of voice and 
instruments 
Use of the body to move to music and 
express oneself 
State ELGs 1a 1b 2a 2b  2c 
Rhode Island  X   X 
South Carolina      
South Dakota X X    
Tennessee X X X X  
Texas X X X X  
Utah X X X X  
Vermont  X   X 
Virginia X X    
Washington X X    
West Virginia X X    
Wisconsin X X    
Wyoming  X X X  
Washington D.C. X X    
235 
	   	  
 
235 	  
 Use of voice and 
instruments 
Use of the body to move to music and 
express oneself 
State ELGs 1a 1b 2a 2b  2c 
Total Coverage (n) 42 40 18 21 8 
Mean 
82.35 76.92 35.29 41.17 15.69 
Note. 1a = Participates in music activities, such as listening, singing, or performing; 
1b = Experiments with musical instruments; 
2a = Expresses what is felt and heard in various musical tempos and styles; 
2b = Moves to different patterns of beat and rhythm in music; 
2c = Uses creative movement to express concepts, ideas, and feelings 
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Appendix N 
Absolute Breadth: NAEYC Indicators in ELGs 
State ELGs Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 
Alabama X X  
Alaska X  X 
Arizona X X X 
Arkansas X X X 
California X   
Colorado  X X X 
Connecticut X X  
Delaware  X X X 
Florida X X X 
Georgia X   
Hawaii X  X 
Idaho X   
Illinois  X  
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State ELGs Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 
Indiana X X X 
Iowa X   
Kansas  X X X 
Kentucky X X  
Louisiana X   
Maine  X X  
Maryland  X X X 
Massachusetts  X X X 
Michigan X  X 
Minnesota  X  
Mississippi X X X 
Missouri    
Montana X  X 
Nebraska X X X 
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State ELGs Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 
Nevada  X X X 
New Hampshire X X  
New Jersey X X X 
New Mexico X  X 
New York X X X 
North Carolina X   
North Dakota X X X 
Ohio    
Oklahoma X X X 
Oregon X X X 
Pennsylvania X   
Rhode Island X X X 
South Carolina    
South Dakota X X  
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State ELGs Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 
Tennessee X X X 
Texas X X X 
Utah X X X 
Vermont X  X 
Virginia X   
Washington X   
West Virginia X   
Wisconsin X   
Wyoming X X X 
Washington D.C.  X X  
Total Coverage (n) 46 31 27 
Percentage 90.20 60.79 52.94 
Note. 1 = Children are provided varied opportunities to gain appreciation of art, music, 
drama, and dance, in ways that reflect cultural diversity. 
2 = Children are provided varied opportunities to learn new concepts and vocabulary 
related to art, music, drama, and dance. 
3 = Children are provided many and varied open-ended opportunities and materials to 
express themselves creatively through art, music, drama, and dance. 
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Appendix O 
Percentage of ELG Indicators Reflecting National Music Standards for Prekindergarten 
 n Reflecting National Music Standards 
Not Reflecting National 
Music Standards 
State ELGs Total Stds n Percentage n Percentage 
Alabama 1 1 100 0 0 
Alaska 7 3 43 4 57 
Arizona 12 8 67 4 33 
Arkansas 6 6 100 0 0 
California 2 2 100 0 0 
Colorado  7 3 43 4 57 
Connecticut 5 3 60 1 25 
Delaware  8 7 88 1 12 
Florida 3 2 67 1 33 
Georgia 4 3 75 0 0 
Hawaii 3 1 33 2 67 
Idaho 0 0 0 0 0 
Illinois 4 3 75 1 25 
Indiana 20 13 65 7 35 
Iowa 2 2 100 0 0 
Kansas  5 4 80 1 20 
Kentucky 7 6 86 1 14 
Louisiana 2 2 100 0 0 
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 n Reflecting National Music Standards 
Not Reflecting National 
Music Standards 
Maine  3 3 100 0 0 
Maryland  27 17 63 10 37 
Massachusetts  10 8 80 2 20 
Michigan 3 2 67 1 33 
Minnesota 6 4 67 2 33 
Mississippi 1 1 100 0 0 
Missouri 0 0 0 0 0 
Montana 3 2 67 1 33 
Nebraska 6 4 67 2 33 
Nevada  16 12 75 4 25 
New Hampshire 4 2 50 2 50 
New Jersey 11 8 72 2 20 
New Mexico 1 0 0 1 100 
New York 11 8 73 3 27 
North Carolina 7 5 71 2 29 
North Dakota 10 6 60 4 40 
Ohio 0 0 0 0 0 
Oklahoma 4 3 75 1 25 
Oregon 11 10 91 1 9 
Pennsylvania 10 6 60 4 60 
Rhode Island 11 4 36 7 64 
South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 
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 n Reflecting National Music Standards 
Not Reflecting National 
Music Standards 
South Dakota 9 6 67 2 25 
Tennessee 7 5 71 2 29 
Texas 2 2 100 0 0 
Utah 6 4 67 1 20 
Vermont 4 1 100 0 100 
Virginia 2 2 100 0 0 
Washington 7 3 43 4 57 
West Virginia 6 6 100 0 0 
Wisconsin 4 1 25 3 75 
Wyoming 3 2 67 1 33 
Washington D.C.  
 
5 4 80 1 20 
      
 308 210 68.18 98 31.81 
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Appendix P 
Combined Indicators Addressed in ELGs 
 Indicators  
 Total (n) National Music 
Standards (n) 
Head 
Start 
NAEYC Additional 
indicators 
Alabama 1 1 0 0 0 
Alaska 7 3 2 0 2 
Arizona 12 7 3 0 2 
Arkansas 7 7 0 0 0 
California 0 0 0 0 0 
Colorado 7 0 4 0 3 
Connecticut 5 3 1 0 1 
Delaware 8 5 0 2 1 
Florida 6 3 2 1 0 
Georgia 4 3 1 0 0 
Hawaii 5 2 2 2 0 
Idaho 2 0 0 0 0 
Illinois 5 3 1 0 1 
Indiana 20 16 2 0 2 
Iowa 2 2 0 0 0 
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 Indicators  
 Total (n) National Music 
Standards (n) 
Head 
Start 
NAEYC Additional 
indicators 
Kansas 5 4 0 0 1 
Kentucky 7 4 3 0 0 
Louisiana 2 2 0 0 0 
Maine 3 3 0 0 0 
Maryland 24 19 0 0 5 
Massachusetts 10 9 0 0 1 
Michigan 3 0 1 2 0 
Minnesota 6 4 0 0 2 
Mississippi 1 1 0 0 0 
Missouri 0 0 0 0 0 
Montana 3 2 1 0 0 
Nebraska 6 5 0 0 1 
Nevada 16 9 2 0 5 
New Hampshire 4 1 2 0 2 
New Jersey 10 6 3 0 1 
New Mexico 1 0 1 0 0 
New York 11 7 1 0 3 
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 Indicators  
 Total (n) National Music 
Standards (n) 
Head 
Start 
NAEYC Additional 
indicators 
North Carolina 7 4 0 1 2 
North Dakota 10 5 2 0 3 
Ohio 0 0 0 0 0 
Oklahoma 4 3 1 0 0 
Oregon 10 8 1 0 1 
Pennsylvania 9 4 2 2 1 
Rhode Island 11 1 4 2 4 
South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 
South Dakota 8 6 2 2 0 
Tennessee 7 6 0 1 0 
Texas 2 2 0 0 0 
Utah 6 4 2 0 0 
Vermont 4 0 3 1 0 
Virginia 1 1 0 0 0 
Washington 7 3 1 0 3 
West Virginia 6 6 0 0 0 
Wisconsin 4 2 1 0 1 
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 Indicators  
 Total (n) National Music 
Standards (n) 
Head 
Start 
NAEYC Additional 
indicators 
Wyoming 3 2 0 1 0 
Washington, 
D.C. 
5 4 1 0 0 
 
 307 192 52 17 48 
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